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Orientation: Stress results in negative consequences for individuals at work and its impact is 
particularly felt in well-being and health outcomes. It is important, therefore, to determine 
factors that could mitigate against it in the workplace.  
Research purpose: The study examined whether the Big Five personality traits moderated 
the relationship between stress and burnout and work engagement.  
Motivation for the study: There is limited research regarding the impact of personality on 
the relationship between stress and occupational health outcomes (burnout and work 
engagement specifically). 
Research design, approach and method: This study made use of a quantitative, cross-
sectional survey design. The sample (N=644) was comprised of working individuals from 
various organisations. Data were gathered using the DASS-21 Stress, the South African 
Burnout scale, the Basic Traits Inventory (BTI) and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 
(UWES-9). Hierarchical moderated regression analyses were performed to examine 
interaction effects. 
Main finding: 
The results from the study demonstrated that stress negatively predicts work engagement and 
positively predicts burnout. Stress had a significant positive relationship with neuroticism and 
significant negative relationships with extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to 
experience and agreeableness. Work engagement had significant positive relationships with 
extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness and openness to experience and a negative 
relationship with neuroticism. Burnout had a significant positive relationship with 
neuroticism and significant positive relationships with extraversion, conscientiousness, 
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agreeableness and openness to experience. Interaction effects were found for neuroticism 
between stress and work engagement and for agreeableness between stress and burnout. 
Practical/managerial implications:  
The study shows the important role of personality in the experience of stress. Employers and 
employees alike should take this into account when addressing stress and well-being at work. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Introduction 
Chapter 1 provides a general overview of the study. It also highlights the importance 
of addressing stress in the workplace and presents an argument for the importance personality 
in relation to outcomes such as burnout and work engagement. Finally, the research questions 
are stated. 
1.2 Background to the Study 
Health and well-being in organisations have received increased attention in recent 
positive organisational behaviour research (Mayer & Boness, 2009). This is due to 
organisational performance being significantly related to employee well-being (Osibanjo, 
Salau, Falola, & Oyewunmi, 2016). It is beneficial, therefore, to the organisation to pay 
attention to employee well-being. The World Health Organisation (WHO, 2013) considers 
health as fundamental to individuals’ lives and defines it as “a state of complete physical, 
mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity” (p.1). Well-
being is described as a holistic construct, which includes the way one feels, how one 
functions, one’s sense of capability and the manner in which one positively or negatively 
evaluate one’s life (Michaelson, Mahony, & Schifferes, 2012) 
Work influences both the effectiveness of the organisation as well as the well-being of 
employees (Jeffrey, Mahony, Michaleson, & Abdallah, 2014). Employers should be aware of 
their employees’ well-being as the literature shows that healthy employees are better 
employees, which results in positive impacts on organisational productivity (Foulke & 
Sherman, 2005).  
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When organisations promote and preserve well-being, the result is increased 
organisational health, reflected in better overall performance and lower turnover (Page & 
Vella-Broderick, 2009). Organisations also face negative consequences of cost when 
employees experience ill-health. These costs include reduced productivity, absenteeism (Hay, 
2010), hiring temporary staff, paying overtime, business disruption and decreased customer 
satisfaction (Bass & Fleury, 2010).  
Work is an extensive part of individuals’ lives. It is expected, therefore, that work can 
influence their health and well-being positively and negatively (Leist, Kulmala, & Nyqvist, 
2014). Benefits of well-being at work for employees include job satisfaction, job security, 
meaningfulness (Jeffrey et al., 2014) and work engagement (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2011). 
Negative outcomes such as stress (Florea & Florea, 2016; Henn, 2013), burnout and 
workaholism (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2010) are the result of factors such as job demands and 
undesirable working conditions. 
Stress is of particular concern in the working environment due to the high level of 
stress amongst employees as well as the number of stressors present in organisations. Stress 
is also evident in other facets of people’s lives, which may influence their work (Cox, 1993; 
Gray, 2000; Keyes, 2002). Stress can be described as the result of a relationship concerning 
an individual and the environment, whereby the person experiences the environment as 
demanding and exceeding of his/her personal resources and threatening to their health and 
well-being (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Stress is a growing issue that often results in 
unfavourable implications for individuals, groups and organisations (Sutherland & Cooper, 
1990). Symptoms of stress include anxiety, burnout, depression, work-family conflict, 
musculoskeletal disorders and increased risk of heart disease (Cox & Griffith, 1995).  
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Cox and Griffith (1995) suggest that stress may affect individuals in three main ways. 
Individuals may be affected by stress in terms of the engineering approach, in which they 
experience stress as stimuli from the environment which manifests in a level of demand. The 
physiological approach is where stress is experienced in terms of the physiological changes 
that the individual experiences. Stress may also be experienced according to the 
psychological approach where it is perceived as a dynamic and subjective process that occurs 
when individuals interact with their environments. This study will make use of the 
physiological approach to measure the symptoms of stress.  
In South Africa in particular, factors such as criminal victimisation, political trauma 
(Williams, Williams, Stein, Seedat, Jackson & Moomal, 2007), high prevalence of 
HIV/AIDS (Olley, Zeier, Seedat, & Stein, 2005) and high levels of unemployment (Quinn, 
Ziervogal, Taylor, Takama, & Thomalla, 2011) exacerbate stress already experienced as a 
result of work, finances, relationship issues and the like. Not only does stress caused by 
workplace factors lead to negative occupational health outcomes, but stress in general could 
have the same effect. Hence, the focus of this study is not on job stress per se, but on the 
individual’s perceived experience of stress as shown through the experience of mostly 
physiological symptoms and also some typical subjective thoughts that are associated with 
stress. 
 Studies have shown that the experience of stress may result in physical, behavioural 
and mental stress reactions, which include psychosomatic disease, depression and burnout 
(Houkes, Janssen, de Jong, & Nijhuis, 2001). Sui (2002) find significant evidence, which 
indicated that ongoing stress and high levels of stress that are not monitored and managed 
well, are associated with physical and mental ill-health, absenteeism, job dissatisfaction, 
stress-related injuries, intention to quit and turnover. In the South African service industry, 
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for example, teachers and police officers face high levels of stress, which leads to increased 
psychological and physical problems (Oosthuizen & Van der Bijl, 2007; Louw, 2014). 
Stress has been found to be associated with various health outcomes such as burnout 
and work engagement. Extensive research reports that burnout and other ill-health outcomes 
are a result of long-term stress (González-Romá, Shaufeli, Bakker, & Lloret, 2006; Jackson, 
Rothmann, & Van der Vijver, 2006; Shaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Stress has also been linked to 
work engagement. Schaufeli and Bakker (2004), for example, find that stress may not affect 
individuals negatively as some people view their stress in a positive manner and as a 
challenge, which they enjoy dealing with. When this reaction to stress occurs amongst 
individuals, one can describe the state as being engaged.  
Stress models indicate that resources such as personal resources may influence well-
being outcomes of individuals that experience stress. Personality as a personal resource, for 
example, has been linked to both burnout and work engagement (Louw, 2014). The Big Five 
personality traits were found to have significant relationships with work engagement (Zaidi, 
Wajid, Zaidi, Zaidi, & Zaidi, 2013) and burnout (Jackson et al., 2006; Louw, 2014). 
The relationship between stress, burnout and work engagement may be better 
understood by consulting the enhanced demands, resources and individual effects (DRIVE) 
model of stress. This model by Mark and Smith (2008) describes how work characteristics 
such as work resources and work demands together with individual differences and perceived 
stress predict health outcomes. This comprehensive model includes the variable of perceived 
stress, which is hypothesised to behave as a mechanism to determine health outcomes based 
on the level of work demands and work resources (Mark & Smith, 2008). The enhanced 
DRIVE model is a theoretical framework rather than a predictive model, that illustrates which 
variables relate to each other and how they relate to each other. 
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Apart from direct relationships as mentioned above, studies show that the relationship 
between job demands and job strain may be buffered or moderated by certain job or personal 
resources (Tremblay & Messervey, 2011). Personal resources such as self-efficacy, optimism 
and locus of control, for example, were found to moderate the relationship between strain and 
high job demands in South African masters students (Cilliers & Flotman, 2016). Studies done 
on the Big Five personality factors (openness to experience, agreeableness, extraversion, 
conscientiousness and neuroticism) have also identified personality as a buffer against the 
negative consequences of job demands on job strains (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Nel, 
Adams, Van de Vijver, Louw, Makhale, Naude, & Tadi, 2017). 
The aim of this study is to investigate specifically the moderator role that personality 
plays in the relationship between stress and occupational health outcomes (namely work 
engagement and burnout). The enhanced DRIVE model presents a comprehensive stress-
outcome model and forms the framework for this study. The model encompasses the 
important facets of a number of prior stress models, including the demands-control support 
model (DCS) (Karasek 1979), the effort reward imbalance model (ERI) (Siegrist, 1996) and 
the job-demands resources model (JD-R) (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). The enhanced 
DRIVE model depicts twelve hypothesised relationships. One of these relationships is that 
between perceived job stress and negative health outcomes, such as burnout and depression. 
The model goes one step further by also hypothesising that personal resources (such as 
personality) can moderate the relationship between perceived job stress and health outcomes.  
1.3 Problem Statement 
Research confirms that personality significantly predicts work engagement and 
burnout. There is also evidence of the role of personality as a moderator in several 
relationships between constructs. Certain Big Five personality traits have been found to 
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moderate the relationship between stress and health outcomes. However, not many studies 
could be found that investigated the role of all the Big Five personality traits as moderators 
specifically in the relationship between the perceived experience of stress and occupational 
health outcomes. This study seeks to contribute to limited knowledge on the relationships that 
exist between these variables.  
As mentioned, the enhanced DRIVE model of stress forms the theoretical framework 
for the study. The model proposes that personal resources act as moderators between 
perceived job stress and health outcomes. In the context of this study, perceived stress is 
framed as perceived job stress (as measured by physiological symptoms and thoughts 
typically ascribed to stress), the Big Five personality traits are framed as personal resources 
and, lastly, burnout and work engagement (the two most prominent occupational health 
outcomes) are conceptualised as health outcomes. 
1.4 Objective 
The objective of this study is to investigate whether the Big Five personality traits act 
as moderators between perceived stress on the one hand and burnout and work engagement 
on the other.  
1.5 Research Questions 
This study aims to answer the following questions  
1. Does extraversion moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
2. Does neuroticism moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
3. Does conscientiousness moderate the relationship between stress and work 
 engagement? 




5. Does agreeableness moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
6. Does extraversion moderate the relationship between stress and burnout? 
7. Does neuroticism moderate the relationship between stress and work burnout? 
8. Does conscientiousness moderate the relationship between stress and burnout? 
9. Does openness to experience moderate the relationship between stress and burnout? 
10. Does agreeableness moderate the relationship between stress and work burnout? 
1.6 Layout of Dissertation 
  The next chapter provides a theoretical understanding of the variables investigated in 
this study. An overview of international and South African research findings that are related 
to the relationships amongst stress, work engagement, burnout and the Big Five personality 
factors are presented. In addition, the research problem is clarified. Chapter 3 addresses the 
methodology used to conduct this study. It describes the research design in addition to 
outlining the sampling procedure and discussing the data gathering instruments used in this 
study. Lastly, statistical analysis and ethical considerations are discussed. Chapter 4 presents 
the results of the study. Results from descriptive statistics, correlations and hierarchical 
moderated regression analyses are presented. The main findings of the study are presented in 
Chapter 5. Lastly, Chapter 6 includes an outline of the study, the results, the contribution of 
these findings, how this study may have been limited and recommendations on how the study 
may be approached in the future. 
1.7 Summary 
Chapter 1 introduced the study and set the background for the study. An introduction 
and a brief discussion of the variables of interest have been provided. This chapter further 




CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE STUDY 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter elaborates on the literature regarding the variables of interest in this 
study. The theoretical model for the study is presented first. Well-being in the work context is 
then discussed, followed by a review of the constructs that relate to employee well-being, 
which are of interest in the study. These are stress, the Big Five personality traits, burnout 
and work engagement. The relationships between the constructs are explored, as well as how 
that leads to the research questions that the study aimed to answer.  
2.2 Theoretical Model for the Study: the Enhanced DRIVE Model 
The DRIVE model was developed by Mark and Smith (2008)) to contribute to the gap 
in the literature on stress models. Researchers claimed that there was a need for a framework 
that, theoretically and empirically, is supported while using the appropriate measurement 
strategies (Dewe, 1991). Job characteristic frameworks of stress were criticised for not 
including individual differences in the model, while highly structured transactional models 
were criticised for including too many individual differences (Mark & Smith, 2008). The 
need arose for a model that did not analyse individuals’ mental processes too deeply while 
acknowledging the individuals’ differences and still allowing job characteristics to take on 
the role of the primary referent for perceived stress (Mark & Smith, 2008). Based on these 
needs, the DRIVE model was developed.  
The DRIVE model recognises the importance of psychosocial stressors at work and in 
the stress process. It also acknowledges the importance of different individual variables that 
contribute to the subjectivity of stress and how that may affect an individual’s health 
outcomes (Mark & Smith, 2008). 
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The model was developed to examine how work characteristics and individual 
differences predict health outcomes amongst individuals. The model suggests that both 
individual differences and work demands and resources have direct relationships with job 
satisfaction, anxiety and depression (Smith, Williams & Pendlebury, 2017). Mark and Smith 
(2008) later adapted the model as he thought it was too simplistic and did not account for the 
subjectivity of the perception of stress amongst individuals. This development led to the 
enhanced DRIVE model, which includes the variable perceived stress, which acts as a 
mediator between work demands and resources and health outcomes. This means that a 
stressor will only be stressful to the individual if the situation is perceived to be stressful.  
The model further proposes that the variables, work characteristics and individual 
differences, may act as moderators in the relationship between work demands and the above 
mentioned health outcomes. In addition, individual differences may act as a moderator in the 
relationship between environmental factors and perceived stress as well as the relationship 
between perceived stress and health outcomes (Mark & Smith, 2008). According to the 
model, individual differences are hypothesised to have independent main effects on perceived 
stress and health outcomes.  
 The DRIVE model was designed to be used as a theoretical framework rather than a 
predictive model. The intention of the model is to illustrate the relationships between the 
variables. In this study, the relationships between individual differences, perceived job stress 
and health outcomes (specifically work engagement and burnout) is examined. Specifically, 
the moderating role of personality in the relationships between stress and burnout, stress and 
work engagement were examined. Figure 2.1 presents the enhanced DRIVE model of stress 
and demonstrates the relationship between individual differences, perceived job stress and 
health outcomes. The model demonstrates that stress may have a direct relationship with 
health and well-being outcomes. It further indicates the moderating role of individual 
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characteristics between the perceived job stress and health and well-being outcomes. The 












Figure 1. Enhanced DRIVE model of stress (adapted) (Mark & Smith, 2008, p. 24) 
 
2.3 Workplace Well-being  
It is undeniably complex and difficult to define the concept of well-being and 
researchers continuously work on presenting all-encompassing definitions. After 
consideration of previous definitions, Dodge, Daly, Huyton and Sanders, (2012) provide their 
own definition of well-being by describing it as “a state in which individuals have the 
psychological, social and physical resources they need to meet a particular psychological, 
social and/or physical challenge” (p. 229). Doge et al., (2012) bring the perspective that well-
being occurs when a person has the required physical, psychological and social resources to 
meet life’s challenges. This definition may similarly be applied in a work setting.  
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. Well-being in the workplace has become a major concern for researchers and 
practitioners due to its impact on both positive and negative organisational outcomes 
(Halbesleben & Buckley, 2004). The well-being of employees in the workplace is 
emphasised due to the notion that when employees are well, it allows organisations to have a 
workforce that is able to improve the bottom line (Foulke & Sherman, 2005) and compete in 
a global economy (Loeppke, 2008). Indicators of well-being at work include job satisfaction, 
thriving individuals, organisational commitment and motivation (Fisher, 2010), 
In the literature, well-being is typically comprised of positive and negative aspects 
(Ryff, & Keyes, 1995) and to ignore one in favour of the other would be to our detriment. By 
investigating well-being through a positive lens, there has been an increase in the review of 
the positive aspects of well-being. It is also important, though, to consider the negative 
aspects of well-being, or unwell-being (Ryff, 1995).  
2.3.1 The Importance of Well-being at Work 
Well-being is a vital consideration for organisations as research indicates that when 
employees are healthy, they are generally considered better employees. This is due to their 
health positively impacting productivity, which consequently leads to increased profitability 
(cf. Foulke & Sherman, 2005). Another argument for the importance of well-being is that 
promoting mental health of employees stimulates overall organisational health indicated by 
higher performance and lower turnover (Page & Vella-Broderick, 2009). 
2.3.2 Antecedents of Well-being in the Workplace 
The antecedents of well-being can be grouped into two main foci. The first 
perspective is intrapersonal and relates to internal factors such as personality. In this regard, 
links have been made between strength theories such as the self-determination theory (SDT) 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000) and well-being, where findings suggest that a focus on strength-based 
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employee development may increase their capacity to meet innate needs such as autonomy, 
relatedness and competence at work. As a result, this may lead to more effective functioning 
and an increase in psychological development and well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This 
notion is maintained by Seligman, Steen, Park and Peterson (2005), who find that when 
employees directly used their character strengths in novel ways every day, they experienced 
increased well-being and decreased symptoms of depression. Fredrickson (1998) adds that an 
individual’s emotions have an influence on cognition; that when people experience positive 
emotions they may experience an increased attention span, concentration and enhance 
resources that relate to individual intellectual, physical and social functioning.  
The second perspective is external to the person and involves factors around the 
person. The environmental perspective, for example, suggests that well-being and other 
health related outcomes may be promoted and enhanced by redesigning jobs with the 
objective of increasing autonomy in the job (cf. Karasek & Theorell, 1990). Additional 
aspects that contribute externally to employee  well-being are training, job crafting and 
strength-based interventions (Fisher, 2010). 
2.3.3 Antecedents of Unwell-being in the Workplace  
Extensive studies suggest that employee unwell-being stems from individual 
differences as well as work or environmental characteristics within the organisation. There 
have been consistent links in research between ongoing stress and individual psychological 
and physical health (Jackson et al., 2006). Chronic stress has been linked to employee 
negative health outcomes such as burnout (Hobfoll & Freedy, 1993). Cooper and Marshall 
(1976) identify five sources of stress that may affect individual and organisational health 
outcomes. Stress may be caused by intrinsic factors  of the job such as: the overload of work 
and poor physical working conditions, the individual’s role in the organisation as to whether 
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they experience role ambiguity or conflict, career development in terms of whether there are 
too many or too little opportunities for growth, relationships at work, which may include 
having poor relationships with managers and colleagues and, lastly, the organisational 
climate and its structure (Cooper & Marshall, 1976).  
Research also identifies individual differences such as personality as an influence 
towards ill-health. It has been found that individuals respond differently to stress and 
pressures that are characteristic in the work environment based on their personality 
(Ghorpade, Lackritz, & Singh, 2007; Louw, 2013).  
2.3.4 Consequences of Well-being for Employees and Organisations  
Well-being is associated with positive organisational behaviour (Luthans, 2002; 
Youssef-Morgan & Luthans, 2015) and employee well-being in organisations can potentially 
produce positive outcomes such as psychological and physical health, personal striving and 
coping with stress and life satisfaction (Luthans, 2002). 
 The literature shows that organisations can save money by investing in the well-being 
of employees (cf. Henn, 2013) as employees who experience well-being and job satisfaction 
positively affect turnover rates, performance ratings and citizenship at work (Page & Vella-
Broderick, 2009). Spector (1997) notes that individuals who are satisfied at work are more 
helpful towards their colleagues, more co-operative, more efficient with time, are less absent 
and are more committed to staying with the organisation. 
Chen and Cooper (2014) conversely notes the negative effects on employees who 
experience lack of well-being due to the ongoing pressures of occupational stressors and job 
strains. These effects include depression and humiliation, physical and mental illness and 
even loss of life (Chen & Cooper, 2014). Research further confirms that the effects of unwell-
being on individuals include minor effects such as colds, flu and migraines, to more serious 
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effects such as depression, cancer and heart disease (Ryff & Singer, 1998). In terms of the 
organisation, unwell-being may cause increased absenteeism due to sickness, poor 
productivity, high turnover and increased stress related worker’s compensation claims (Hart 
& Cooper, 2001).  
2.3.5 Psychological Well-being  
Psychological well-being is described by the World Health Organisation (WHO) as a 
state in which an individual has the ability to realise his potential, when he has the ability to 
work productively and effectively, when he can cope with normal life stressors and when he 
has the ability to contribute positively to the community (World Health Organisation, 2008). 
This definition is supported by previous studies, which focus on two main aspects of well-
being, specifically the presence of physical and emotional health as well as the absence of 
illness or disease (Henn, 2013). 
Ryff (1989a) conceptualises psychological well-being according to six factors, 
namely self-acceptance, which relates to how positively individuals evaluate themselves and 
their past life; personal growth − the idea that growth and development is continuous in one’s 
life; purpose in life − the notion that one’s life ispurposeful and meaningful; having relations 
with others that are positive and of good quality; environmental mastery − being able to deal 
with daily life situations and their surrounding environment effectively and, autonomy − in 
which one has a sense of determination (Ryff, 1989a; Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Holistically, the 
six dimensions encompass overall well-being whereby one values oneself and one’s life 
positively. When these factors are present, persons believe that life is meaningful and 
purposeful. They have a sense of continuous growth, they have good social relationships, 
they have feelings of determination and the ability to manage their lives and surrounding 
world effectively (Ryff, 1989a).  
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Psychological well-being, however, does not only refer to the presence of positive 
factors, but also includes the presence of negative factors such as mental illnesses (Henn, 
2013; Ryff, 1995). Many mental illnesses may affect well-being, but a few of these are much 
more prevalent in the workplace than others may be. Among the latter, depression, anxiety 
and stress (Florea & Florea, 2016) are of particular concern in the working environment 
owing to the high number of stressors present in individuals’ lives, both at work and outside 
of work. (Cox, 1993; Gray, 2000; Keyes, 2002). 
2.4 Stress 
The definition of stress is largely theorised in terms of person-environment fit models, 
which describe imbalances concerning a person’s resources and the demands placed on the 
individual by their environment (Beehr, 1995; Karasek, 1979). In this case, stress can be 
described as the result of a relationship between an individual and the environment whereby 
the person experiences the environment as demanding and exceeding their personal 
resources, thereby threatening their health and well-being (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 
Weiton (2007) similarly defines stress as “any circumstances that threatens, or is perceived to 
threaten one’s well-being and that thereby tax one’s coping abilities” (p. 522). Beehr (1995) 
adds that stress exists when factors at work lead to poor physical or psychological health 
(Beehr, 1995). 
Cox and Griffith (1995) conceptualise stress in three ways. Stress is first described by 
the engineering approach where it is perceived as a stimulus from ones’ environment in the 
form of level of the demand. The physiological approach is the second conception in which 
stress is described based on the physical changes that occur within the individual when in a 
stressed state. The third conception of stress, according to Cox and Griffith (1995), is neither 
perceived as a stimulus nor response, but rather the psychological approach where the 
16 
 
perception of stress is an active process that occurs within the individual when interacting 
with the environment.  
Stress is reported to be one of the most invasive occupational health issues in the UK, 
which results in a costly four billion pounds per year, in absentee costs and related illness 
(Gray, 2000). Moreover, findings on organisation stress in a report published by the National 
Institute of Occupational Safety (1999), suggest that between 26 and 40 percent of the 
workers who responded to the survey felt that their work is very stressful (Sonnentag & 
Frese, 2003). In a South African study, 31 percent of teachers in the Eastern Cape were found 
to experience psychological stress. They completed a survey in which they reported to 
experience stress symptoms often or very often (Vazi, Ruiter, Van den Borne, Martin, 
Dumont, & Reddy, 2013).  
2.4.1 Antecedents of Stress 
The antecedents of stress are the stressors, which are the “conditions and events that 
evoke strain” (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003, p. 454). Stressors may exist as a single occurrence 
otherwise known as micro stressors or daily hassles, or may occur over a period of time. 
Sonnentag and Frese (2003) present a taxonomy comprised of different categories of stressors 
that individuals may experience in their work environment. These categories include physical 
stress, task-related stress, organisational change, career-related stressors, traumatic events and 
work-schedule related stressors. Additional findings note that stress may be caused by 
unfavourable working conditions, poor work design (Wagner & Harter, 2006), interpersonal 
relationships at work and work-family conflict (Cox, 1993). Apart from causal factors in the 
workplace, there are also factors outside of work that can cause employees to experience 
stress. These include traumatic experiences (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003), frustration, relational 
conflict as well as life changes such as marriage, death, disability or moving into a new house 
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(Weiten, 2007). Employees carry these stressors with them into the workplace, where it 
combines with work-related stressors to exacerbate stress levels. 
2.4.2 Consequences of Stress  
The detrimental consequences of stressors include issues such as physical illness and 
mental health issues (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). Florea and Florea (2016) note that stress may 
affect the individual physically in terms of the functioning of the cardiac system and the 
secretion of hormones. Stress is also related to affective reactions in which the individual 
may experience short-term strain such as mood instabilities and long-term strain where 
mental health and well-being suffers (Hart & Cooper, 2001). Research suggests that long-
term stress may produce psychosomatic complaints, depressive symptoms and burnout 
(Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). Burnout, being one of the most pervasive reactions to stress, is 
characterised by cynicism, emotional exhaustion and decreased personal accomplishment 
(Maslach & Jackson, 1981: Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). 
Behavioural reactions to stress in the workplace include reduced attention span, memory 
capacity and performance accuracy (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). Other observations have 
linked stress to reactions such as violence at work, including sabotage, hostility and 
interpersonal aggression (Chen & Spector, 1992). Further issues that organisations could 
experience due to stress among employees include poor employee morale, high staff 
turnover, reduced efficiency and absenteeism (Elliot & Daley, 2013). High levels of stress 
amongst employees also leads to low organisational commitment, higher accident risks and 
overall damage of the company’s image (Florea & Florea, 2016). A construct that is linked to 
stress in prior research is personality (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995). 
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2.5 Personality   
Personality is defined by Allport (1937) as an organisation of psychophysical systems 
(habits or attitudes) within the individual that governs how the individual adjusts to his/her 
environment. Personality is also described as a relatively enduring group of intrapsychic or 
internal  dispositions within the individual that effect or directly determine interactions with 
or adaptations to the psychological, social and physical environment (Maddi, 1989).  
In the last two decades the five-factor model of personality has become uppermost as 
an explanation of personality and its constructs. This model, according to McCrae and Costa 
(1990), is “an organisation of personality traits and traits in turn are dimensions of individual 
differences in tendencies to show consistent patterns of thoughts feelings and actions” (p. 
173). Also known as the Big Five (Goldberg, 1990), the five traits in this model are labelled 
extraversion, neuroticism/emotional stability, agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness 
to experience (Taylor & De Bruin, 2006).  
Extraversion describes an individual who has a preference to be social, who is 
adventurous, gregarious and energetic (Ghorpade et al., 2007). Extraverted individuals are 
more probable to perceive events and situations as positive and usually pursue and enjoy the 
company of others. They tend to be assertive, optimistic and cheerful. It is also likely that 
these individuals experience feelings of excitement, energy and enthusiasm (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992). Neuroticism describes individuals that have a general inclination to 
experience negative emotions and react easily to surrounding situations (Taylor & De Bruin, 
2006). Emotional stability is the opposite of neuroticism (Goldberg, 1990). It is likely that 
neurotic individuals will experience emotions such as fear, anxiety, sadness, annoyance and 
guilt (John, Naumann & Soto, 2008). Those who score lower on neuroticism tend to be even-
tempered. Agreeableness describes one’s ability to build relationships with others and be 
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altruistic, flexible and good-natured (Gatewood & Field, 2001). It also describes the tendency 
to be trusting, considerate and generous. Agreeable individuals generally behave pro-socially 
and have a communal orientation towards others. They are also likely to be sympathetic and 
helpful towards others (Costa & McCrae, 1992; John & Srivastava, 1999). Conscientiousness 
describes the degree to which an individual is responsible and structured and is able to 
control their impulses (Vogt & Laher, 2009). Conscientious individuals tend to control their 
social impulses, which facilitate behaviour that is directed towards achieving goals. This 
behaviour includes planning and organising, thinking before acting, delaying gratification, 
following rules and prioritising tasks (John & Srivastava, 1999). It is likely that conscientious 
individuals handle stress more effectively than those who score lower on the trait (Westerman 
& Simmons, 2007). Openness to experience refers to the degree to which people are willing 
to try new experiences and a measure of depth and variation to a person’s imagination 
(Heinström, 2003). It further includes the tendency to be sensitive, curious, original in 
thinking and appreciative of art. Individuals high on this trait are willing to explore 
unconventional values and welcome new ideas (Costa & McCrae, 1992; John & Srivastava, 
1999).  
2.5.1 The Big Five Personality Traits and Stress 
Personality is argued by Nel et al., (2017) to have a considerable influence on how 
well persons are doing in terms of their psychological well-being. Certain personality traits 
have been associated with the reduction of stress as it can be seen as a coping mechanism 
against strain (Ghorpade et al., 2007). In this regard, Spielberger (1972) considers 
agreeableness, openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion and emotional 
stability to be desirable personality traits. Individuals with these personality traits experience 
lower levels of stress (Spielberger, 1972) because they may be oblivious to the demands 
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within their environment or they may rather interpret the demands as an exciting task to 
overcome (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Furthermore, personality is found to interact in the 
relationship regarding how individuals perceive stress related to the job role and 
organisational incivility. This finding makes specific reference to higher levels of neuroticism 
and lower levels of conscientiousness and agreeableness (Taylor & Kluemper, 2012). The 
researchers find that people that score higher on neuroticism have the tendency to argue and 
engage in disputes when they are stressed, which may represent workplace incivility. Due to 
their heightened sensitivity to negative events, neurotic individuals are likely to respond to 
such events negatively (Lecic-Tosevski, Vukovic & Stepanovic, 2011; Taylor & Kluemper, 
2012). Gramstad, Gjestad and Haver (2013) further found a positive relationship between 
neuroticism, job stress and stress reactions. Individuals low on agreeableness are more likely 
to have strong and hostile reactions to negative interpersonal interactions due to their 
tendency to be stubborn and un-cooperative (Peters, Godaert, Ballieux, & Heijnen, 2003). 
Gallagher (1990) did not find a correlation between extraversion and stress with the 
explanation that the constructs do not share a relationship when an extraverted individual is 
stressed as he/she view his/her stressors as challenges rather than threats Gallagher (1990). In 
addition, a study by Ebstrup, Eplov, Pisinger and Jørgensen (2011) notes that stress had a 
significant positive relationship with neuroticism and significant negative relationships with 
extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience and agreeableness.  
Stress and personality are consistently linked in the literature to key occupational 
well-being outcomes, namely burnout (Ghorpade et al., 2007) and work engagement 
(Langelaan, Bakker, Van Doornen, & Schaufeli, 2006). Burnout and work engagement are 
the two most prominent occupational health outcomes (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
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2.6 Burnout  
Various definitions and conceptions of the burnout construct exist within literature. 
According to Hobfoll and Freedy (1993), burnout is an emotional state that tends to occur 
when individuals experience loss of resources at work over time. Burnout may also be 
described as the reaction of ongoing stress at work that is portrayed by; emotional exhaustion, 
in which the individual feels drained of emotional resources; cynicism, when individuals 
have a pessimistic attitude towards their job; and lack of personal worth and competence, in 
which people are likely to appraise their work negatively (Gonza´lez-Roma et al., 2006). 
Exhaustion refers to chronic fatigue or constant feelings of strain from work that may be 
overtaxing. Cynicism is the individuals’ expression of an indifferent or carefree attitude 
towards their work and/or their work colleagues, or otherwise losing an overall interest in the 
work. Lastly, lack of professional efficacy describes the experience of feeling that one is not 
competent at the job and the experience of decreased feelings of success and accomplishment 
in the work they do and their role within the organisation (Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 
2006). Asiwe Jorgenson and Hill (2014), similarly view burnout as a multidimensional 
construct but characterise burnout by fatigue, cognitive weariness and withdrawal or 
emotional fatigue according to the definitions given by the Shirom-Melamed Burnout 
measure (SMBM) (Shirom & Melamed, 2005). This measure defines fatigue as the 
experience of tiredness and decreased energy levels while participating in daily work tasks. 
Cognitive weariness refers to decreased mental agility and the experience of slow thinking. 
Emotional fatigue describes the lack of energy towards investing in interpersonal 
relationships at work (Shirom & Melamed, 2005). Similarities exist between the descriptions 
of the burnout dimensions given by the above scholars. The definition of ‘exhaustion’ 
dimension is similar to that of ‘fatigue’ as both definitions refer to a physical exhaustion. The 
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definition of the ‘cynicism’ dimension may be compared to that of ‘emotional exhaustion ‘as 
both definitions refer to a lack of energy for others.  
2.6.1 Antecedents of Burnout  
Aspects that contribute to employee burnout have been extensively researched over 
the years (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Harrington, Bean, Pintello & Mathews, 2001). Leiter 
and Maslach (2003) developed a model of match or mismatch between six identified areas of 
work life that correlate with burnout, namely workload, control, reward, fairness, community 
and values (Maslach & Leiter, 1997, 1999). Workload refers to when job demands surpass 
human energy or limits (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). This area is usually related to 
the exhaustion dimension of burnout (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). The degree of control or 
autonomy individuals have over their work and how they are able or unable to shape their 
environment in accordance with their values can also increase burnout (Karasek & Theorell, 
1990). The lack of accomplishment aspect of burnout is associated with the degree of control 
or autonomy individuals have over their work (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). The 
reward area refers to whether rewards at work such as monetary, social and intrinsic rewards 
match the individual’s expectations. Lack of expected rewards is associated with feelings of 
inefficiency (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993; Maslach et al., 1996). Fairness describes the degree 
to which individuals feel respected and that decisions are made fairly at work. Research 
indicates that the existence of the lack of reciprocity and/or imbalanced social exchange 
amongst individuals predicts burnout (Bakker Schaufeli, Sixma, Bosveld &Van Dierendonck, 
2000). The area of community within the model refers to the social support from colleagues 
and supervisors, whereby low support is related to the experience of exhaustion and lack of 
accomplishment (Leiter & Maslach, 2003). 
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2.6.2 Consequences of Burnout  
The significance of burnout lies in the consequences it has on both the individual and 
the organisation. Employee burnout has largely been studied in relation to performance 
outcomes in organisations but has recently received attention in relation to its health 
outcomes as it is considered a stress phenomenon (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). The 
literature suggests that burnout may cause an increase in absenteeism and a decrease in 
productivity amongst employees experiencing burnout (Van der Colff & Rothmann, 2009). In 
addition, the prevalence of burnout may cause a spike in the amount of people receiving 
funding for being disabled owing to mental disorders (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). It is also 
linked to negative job related consequences such as lower satisfaction and organisational 
commitment, increased intention to leave the organisation as well as increased employee 
turnover (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).  
2.6.3. Personality and Burnout  
Personality may play an important role in relation to burnout as it may act as either a 
coping mechanism or a personal resource that may allow individuals to attain/ reserve 
resources, or it may act as a deterrent of burnout behaviour (Ghorpade et al., 2007). The Big 
Five personality traits have been found to be associated with burnout. Conscientiousness for 
example is found to be negatively associated with burnout (Armon, Shirom & Melamed, 
2012). Conscientiousness, agreeableness and extraversion are found to be negatively 
associated with the emotional exhaustion component of burnout (Alarcon Eschleman, & 
Bowling, 2009), whereas neuroticism is consistently found to have positively relationships 
with the three burnout dimensions (Bakker et al., 2006; Ghorpade et al., 2007 & Louw, 2014) 
In a study conducted in South Africa, findings indicate that burnout is associated with lower 
levels of extraversion and higher levels of neuroticism (Morgan & De Bruin, 2010). Ganjeh, 
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Arjenaki, Nori and Oreyzi, (2009) and Morgan and De Bruin (2010) find that people who 
have higher levels of agreeableness are less vulnerable to the outcomes of burnout, especially 
the cynicism factor of burnout. 
2.6.4 Burnout and Stress  
The implications of stress on employee health are widespread but studies show that it 
is particularly related to burnout (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Burnout is found to be a result 
of ongoing stress (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003), which was originally observed in educational 
and human service occupations, but research later indicated that individuals from other 
occupational categories also experience burnout reactions when exposed to stressful work 
situations (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Van der Colff and Rothman (2009) find that 
stress significantly predicts two burnout dimensions, namely emotional exhaustion and 
cynicism. Additionally, Rothmann (2008) finds that stress has direct effects on the emotional 
exhaustion and cynicism dimensions of burnout. 
2.7 Work Engagement  
Positive psychology has introduced a shift in the focus of psychology from being 
centered around illness and malfunction to focus on human strengths (Seligman & 
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). This change in focus has brought the concept of work engagement 
to light (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). In earlier 
development of the concept, Kahn (1990) describes work engagement as the behaviour of 
directing physical, psychological, and emotional energy into one’s work-role performance. A 
more widely accepted and well-validated definition describes work engagement as “a 
positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterised by vigour, dedication and 
absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002 p. 74). Vigour is described as the presence of high energy 
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levels, psychological resilience and persistence while working. Dedication involves a sense 
of meaning, feelings of pride, enthusiasm and seeing one’s job as a challenge; lastly, 
absorption describes being completely focussed in one’s work in which it may be difficult to 
disconnect from the work and where time seems to pass quickly (Hakanen et al., 2006). 
2.7.1 Antecedents of Work Engagement 
Studies show consistently that the accessibility and presence of job resources such as 
variation of skills, working independently, feedback on performance, growth opportunities 
and being supported by co-workers and managers have a positive relationship with high 
levels of work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). 
According to Bakker et al. (2008), job resources may either be intrinsic motivators, which 
foster employee growth, development and learning or extrinsic motivators, which are 
contributory to achieving the work goals. Extrinsically motivating job resources such as 
environments that offer numerous resources foster an employee’s inclination to commit 
his/her efforts and abilities towards organisational goals (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). 
Intrinsically motivating job resources satisfy basic human needs. Such needs include the need 
for affiliation, independence and competence (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & 
Lens, 2008). 
2.7.2 Consequences of Work Engagement  
Individuals who experience high levels of work engagement are likely to experience 
positive outcomes that include positive emotions such as enthusiasm and joy; improved 
mental and physical health; creating one’s personal work and personal resources and 
influencing others to be more engaged (Bakker et al., 2008; Kahn, 1998; Bakker, in press). 
Furthermore, the experience of work engagement is noted to lead to in increased levels of 
performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker et al., 2007), taking initiative to learn 
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(Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007) and employees scoring higher on in-role performance 
(Schaufeli, Taris & Bakker, 2006).  
2.7.3 Personality and Work Engagement  
Multiple studies demonstrate the relationship between personality and work 
engagement. Mostert and Rothman (2006) and Wildermuth (2008) have investigated the 
relationship between the Big Five personality traits and work engagement and find that 
significant relationships exist between the five personality factors and work engagement. 
They find that extraversion and conscientiousness are positively correlated with work 
engagement, while neuroticism is negatively related to work engagement (Mostert & 
Rothman, 2006; Wildermuth, 2008). Mostert and Rothmann (2006) found a positive 
relationship between agreeableness and work engagement while Wildermuth (2008) did not.  
Some research findings indicate that extraversion and work engagement are positively 
related (Bakker, Demerouti & Sanz-Vergel, 2014; Langelaan, Bakker, Van Doornen, & 
Schaufeli, 2006), while other findings demonstrate a significant positive relationship between 
agreeableness and work engagement (Joseph, Luyten, Corveleyn; de Witte, 2011 & Zaidi et 
al., 2013). Opie and Henn (2013) find that where work family conflict is increased, 
employees with high levels of conscientiousness tend to experience significantly more 
decreased work engagement, as opposed to individuals who have lower levels of 
conscientiousness (Opie & Henn, 2013). There are not many studies that examine the 
relationship between openness to experience and work engagement but Alarcon, Eschleman, 
and Bowling, 2009 found a positive relationship between the constructs. Findings on 
neuroticism, on the other hand, indicate that the variable is negatively related to work 
engagement (Langelaan et al., 2006; Opie & Henn, 2013). Neuroticism is found to have a 
negative relationship with vigour (Shirom, 2007). Other aspects of personality, such as sense 
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of coherence, have been positively associated with work engagement (Van der Colff & 
Rothman, 2009). 
2.7.4 Work Engagement and Stress 
There are inconsistent findings regarding the relationship between stress and work 
engagement. Research suggests that stressful work environments, characterised by high job 
demands, may affect the employee positively or negatively. Negative outcomes may include 
depression, burnout and anxiety while the positive outcomes may include work engagement 
and increased learning (Nevid, Rathus, & Greene, 2006). The literature suggests that engaged 
employees who have a connection with their job tasks perceive their work as exciting and as 
a positive challenge rather than it being stressful (Bakker et al., 2008; Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2004). An example of this view is evident in the study by Rothman and Storm (2003) where 
engaged police officers were found to remove or rearrange the stressors they were presented 
with and remain engaged, rather than becoming disengaged. Mostert and Rothmann (2006) 
and Schiffrin and Nelson, (2010) on the other hand, find that reducing the stress levels of 
employees is an effective way to increase work engagement. Inversely, Ryan and Frederick 
(1997) find that work overload such as job demands decreases work engagement. More 
specifically, stress caused by lack of autonomy, role ambiguity (Coetzee & De Villiers, 2010) 
and a lack of resources (Ganster and Schaubroeck, 1991) lead to employees feeling 
disengaged from their work.  
2.8. Personality as a Moderator  
Personal resources are an individual’s psychological  characteristics that lessen the 
negative consequences of demands on one’s mental well-being (Prieto, Soria, Martínez, & 
Schaufeli, 2008). Various personal resources such as self-efficacy, personality, optimism and 
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compassion, satisfaction are noted to be associated with resilience (Robertson & Cooper, 
2010; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). Personal resources include factors such as 
coping methods (Cartwright & Cooper, 1996), locus of control (Spector, 1998), type A 
behaviour (Gangster, 1987) and the Big Five personality traits (Costa & McCrae, 1989). 
Individuals’ personal resources may behave as direct, indirect and moderating factors in the 
relationship between stressors and strains (Tremblay & Messervey, 2011). Research shows 
that personality as a personal resource, for example, may behave as a moderator between 
various variables (Ghorpade et al., 2007) such as stress, burnout, work engagement, 
workplace incivility, job satisfaction, motivation and organisational commitment. Personal 
resources have been found to have a buffering effect against the negative effect of job 
demands on job strain (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). When job demands are high, increased 
levels of personal resources can buffer or reduce the experience of job strain (Nel et al., 
2017).  
Locus of control is a personal resource that is often found to interact with various 
relationships. More specifically, people who have an external locus of control have the 
tendency to engage in or perceive negative outcomes in response to stress as opposed to 
people who have an internal locus of control (Fox & Spector, 1999). Other personal 
resources, such as sense of coherence has also been found to buffer the relationship between 
stress and well-being outcomes (Bezuidenhout & Celliers, 2010). Having a high sense of 
coherence, for example, has been found to act as a buffer between stress and the onset of 
illness such as influenza (Rothmann, Steyn, & Mostert, 2005). Various studies have 
investigated the moderating effects of the Big Five personality traits. In a studies by 
Halbesleben, Harvey and Bolino (2009), and Opie and Henn (2013), conscientiousness was 
found to interact in the relationship between work-family conflict and work engagement. 
Extraversion was found to moderate the relationship between strength based interventions, 
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happiness, and depressive symptoms (Senf & Liau, 2013) as well as the relationship between 
stress and health behaviour (Korotkov, 2008). Neuroticism was found to have a buffering 
effect on relationship between job demands and physical and psychological health (Jackson et 
al., 2006). Langelaan et al. (2006) and Keyes (2002) also find that neuroticism moderates the 
relationship between stress and work engagement. Agreeableness has been found to moderate 
the relationship between stress perceived in the role and incivility towards the organisation 
(Taylor & Kleumper, 2012) and the relationship between work-family conflict and marital 
satisfaction (Kinnunen, Vermulst, Gerris & Makikangas 2003). In addition, studies have 
found that agreeableness (Blickle, Meurs, Wihler, Ewen, Plies, & Günther 2013) and 
openness to experience (Kinnunen et al., 2003) interact in relationship between stress and 
health outcomes. 
 
 The literature shows the dire consequences of work stress including burnout and 
reduce work engagement. It is vital, therefore, to identify factors that can mitigate the 
negative effects of stress on these occupational health outcomes. Personality has also been 
found to be significantly related to burnout and work engagement. Personal resources such as 
locus of control (Fox & Spector, 1999), sense of coherence (Meyer & Van Zyl, 2013), coping 
methods (Cartwright & Cooper, 1996) and Type A behaviour (Gangster, 1987) have been 
shown to act as moderators in the relationship between stress and health outcomes. However, 
no studies could be found that examine the interaction effect of the Big Five personality traits 
on the relationship between stress on the one hand and burnout and work engagement on the 
other, therefore, that is the aim of this study. The specific research questions that will be 
examined are:  
1. Does extraversion moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
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2. Does neuroticism moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
3. Does conscientiousness moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
4. Does openness to experience moderate the relationship between stress and work 
engagement? 
5. Does agreeableness moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement? 
6. Does extraversion moderate the relationship between stress and burnout? 
7. Does neuroticism moderate the relationship between stress and work burnout? 
8. Does conscientiousness moderate the relationship between stress and burnout? 
9. Does openness to experience moderate the relationship between stress and burnout? 
10. Does agreeableness moderate the relationship between stress and work burnout? 
2.9 Summary  
In this chapter, an overview of the existing literature associated with the phenomenon 
of stress was provided. The effects stress may have on working employees, as well as the 
importance of their well-being, was discussed. The DRIVE model was introduced and the 
variables of the study, namely stress, burnout, work engagement and the Big Five personality 




CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN 
3.1 Introduction 
 Chapter 3 presents the research methodology for the study, particularly the research 
design, research procedure, sampling, measurement instruments, statistical analysis used as 
well as the ethical considerations taken into account in the study. 
3.2 Research Design 
A quantitative, non-experimental approach was used in this study. The study took on 
a cross-sectional design as it has proven to be an effective method for collecting data. This is 
due to the approach requiring short time periods and fewer resources, which reduces the 
wasting of resources (Burns & Grove 2005). The cross-sectional design involves concluding 
how many individuals have been affected by a particular phenomenon at a specific time and 
whether there are differences in the frequencies in which the phenomena occurred amongst 
members of a population (Howell, 2016) 
3.3 Research Method 
3.3.1 Participants 
The participants were obtained through non-probability sampling. The criteria for 
participation in the study was that the participants had to have been employed for at least a 
year, had a good command of the English language and that they were over the age of 18.  
The sampling procedure included convenience sampling and snowball sampling. 
Convenience sampling included asking participants who were easily accessible, available and 
who volunteered to participate in the study (Frey, Botan, & Kreps, 2000). Snowball sampling 
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included locating a few suitable candidates, then asking them if they could suggest any other 
suitable people who would be willing to assist in the study (Loewenthal, 2001). Those people 
were then also asked to suggest more people. The hardcopy distribution of the questionnaire 
produced 281 responses. Cases with more than 10% of missing items were removed, as well 
as cases with outliers. This resulted in a final sample of 259 responses. Table 3.1 presents the 
demographic characteristics of the participants. 
Table 3.1 
Demographic characteristics of Participants (N=259)  
Characteristic Category Frequency Percentage 
Gender Male 104 40.2 
 
Female 143 55.2 
 
Missing values 12 4.6 
Marital Status Single 124 49.6 
 
Living with someone 33 12.9 
 
Married 84 32.8 
 
Divorced 9 3.5 
 
Widow/Widower 3 1.2 
 
Missing values 3 1.2 
Nationality South Africa 246 96.9 
 
Other 8 3.1 
 
Missing values 5 1.9 
Ethnicity African 223 87.1 
 
Coloured 16 6.3 
 




White 14 5.5 
 
Other 1 .4. 
 
Missing values 3 1.2 
Home Language Afrikaans 12 4.7 
 
Xhosa 14 5.4 
 
Zulu 30 11.6 
 
English 22 5.5 
 
Ndebele 8 3.1 
 
Sepedi 39 15.1 
 
Sesotho 19 7.4 
 
Tsonga 17 6.6 
 
Tswana 23 8.9 
 
Venda 7 2.7 
 Other 2 .8 
 
Missing values 1 .4 
Highest Qualification Grade 9 (standard 7) 4 1.6 
 
Grade 12/Matric 41 16.0 
 
Certificate 20 7.8 
 
1 year Diploma 19 7.4 
 
3 years Diploma 74 28.8 
 
Degree 60 23.3 
 
Honours Degree 25 9.7 
 
Masters Degree 9 3.5 
 
Doctoral Degree 3 1.2 
 




Missing values 2 .8 
Industry Administrative and support services 29 11.4 
 
Government 57 22.4 
 
Healthcare 28 11.0 
 
Hospitality and accommodation 8 3.1 
 
Management 5 2.0 
 
Manufacturing 4 1.6 
 
Mining 2 2.8 
 
Professional and scientific services 2 2.8 
 
Public administration 5 2.0 
 
Retail trade 6 2.4 
 
Sport 2 .8 
 
Transport 3 1.2 
 
Wholesale and trade 1 .4 
 
Arts, recreation and entertainment 2 .8 
 
Attorneys/Law 6 2.4 
 
Automotive industry 2 .8 
 
Construction 6 2.4 
 
Education 31 12.2 
 
Farming 1 .4 
 
Finances and insurance 26 10.2 
 Utilities  4 1.6 
 Universities, colleges, schools 3 1.2 
 Other 21 8.3 
 
Missing values 5 1.9 
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Note: Values are rounded to one decimal place 
 
Table 3.1 indicates that the sample consisted of a total of 259 participants. The sample 
comprised of 40.2% male and 55.2% female participants. The majority of the participants 
(87.1%) were African, 6.3% were Coloured, 5.5% were White and .8% were Indian. The 
majority of the sample was single (49.6%), followed by 32.8% married participants. In terms 
of educational qualification, 28% of the participants had a degree, about 14.4% had 
postgraduate degrees and 17.6% had Grade 12 or lower. The age of the participants ranged 
from 18 to 64 and the years employed ranged from 1 year to 45 years. The mean age of the 
participants was 33.83 (SD=9.64) and the mean years employed by the participants was 9.09 
(SD=8.55). 
3.3.2 Procedure 
This study utilised an existing data set that forms part of a larger study, which 
investigates mental illness in the workplace. Students collected the data during 2017. Survey 
questionnaires were distributed in hard copy. Before completion of the survey, participants 
were informed what the purpose of the study was. They were also informed that their 
contribution in the study was considered on a voluntary basis and that they were permitted to 
withdraw from the research process at any point. To denote informed consent participants had 
to sign an informed consent sheet that was taken in separately from the questionnaire to 
ensure confidentiality and anonymity. 
3.4. Measuring Instruments  
The employees who participated in the study were required to provide demographic 
information about themselves and then completed four measuring instruments. The 
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demographic questionnaire was comprised of questions on gender, age, marital status, 
nationality, racial group, home language, highest education level, industry of work and tenure 
of work. 
The four measuring instruments that were included in this study were the DASS-21 
Stress Subscale (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995), the South African Burnout scale (Asiwe et 
al., 2014), the nine-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-9) (Schaufeli & Bakker, 
2004) and the Basic Traits Inventory (BTI) (Taylor & De Bruin, 2004).  
3.4.1 DASS-21 Stress Subscale  
The DASS-21 was utilised to measure employees’ stress. The instrument was 
developed by Lovibond and Lovibond (1995) to measure, stress, anxiety and depression. The 
scale was originally developed as a 42-item version (DASS-42) but was reduced to a 21-item 
version (DASS-21) to increase validity of the instrument and decrease administration time 
(Henry & Crawford, 2005). The DASS-21 is a self-report measure based on a tripartite model 
that consists of three subscales of emotional distress that measure stress (low frustration 
tolerance, tension and negative affect), anxiety (fear and anticipation of negative events) and 
depression (loss of self-esteem, hopelessness). Each subscale consists of seven items each 
rated along a four-point rating scale, ranging from zero (did not apply to me at all) to three 
(applied to me very much, or most of the time). The items are in the form of statements that 
require the respondent to circle the items that are most applicable to them over the past week 
(Lovibond, 1998). Sample items that measure stress include ‘I felt that I was using a lot of 
nervous energy’, ‘I was intolerant of anything that kept me from getting on with what I was 
doing’ and ‘I felt I wasn’t worth much as a person’. To calculate the total scores of the 
DASS-21, each item scale is multiplied by two. Lower scores indicate lower emotional 
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distress, which includes stress, anxiety and depression; whereas, higher scores indicate 
repeated experience of emotional distress. The DASS-21 has proven to be valid and reliable 
in numerous populations such as populations from America, Britain and Australia (Oei, 
Sawang, Goh, & Muhktar, 2013). In another validation study on the shortened version of 
DASS-21 the scales indicated the possession of high construct validity and high scale 
reliability (Henry & Crawford, 2005). The scale was also validated for use among employees 
in South Africa (Smith, 2017). In this study, a Cronbach alpha of .83 was found for the 
DASS-21, which was the subscale utilised.  
3.4.2 South African Burnout Scale  
To measure burnout, the South African burnout scale (Asiwe et al., 2004) was 
utilised. The burnout scale was developed to measure three factors of burnout, namely 
fatigue, emotional exhaustion/withdrawal and cognitive weariness. 
The scale consists of 17 items, which are scored on a seven-point Likert scale ranging 
from one (never) to seven (always). Sample items that measure fatigue include ‘I feel weak at 
work’ and ‘I feel emotionally exhausted at work’. Sample items that measure emotional 
exhaustion or withdrawal include ‘I feel less connected to my work’ and ‘I am unable to 
imagine the feelings of my co-workers’. Sample items that measure cognitive weariness 
include ‘I cannot concentrate while at work’ and ‘I find it difficult to learn new things on my 
job’.  
The three subscales of burnout have satisfactory correlation coefficients of .82 for 
emotional exhaustion or withdrawal, .88 for cognitive weariness and .85 for fatigue (Asiwe et 
al., 2014). In this study, a Cronbach alpha of .93 was found. Analysis of reliability indicated 
that all three scales had a satisfactory  internalconsistency and that there was construct 
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equivalence for black and white employees and employees who speak Afrikaans and African 
languages (Asiwe et al., 2014). 
3.4.3 UWES-9 
The Utretch work engagement scale (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) was utilised to 
measure work engagement. The UWES was developed to measure factors of work 
engagement comprised of vigour (indicated by increased energy levels and psychological 
resilience), absorption (positively engrossing oneself inones’ work) and dedication (actively 
involving oneself in ones’ work) (Schaufeli et al., 2002). The items in the UWES-9 have been 
grouped into the three subscales of work engagement, which are scored on a seven-point 
Likert scale which ranges  from zero (never) to seven (always). A study done in South Africa 
has demonstrated that the UWES-9 may be utilised in an unbiased manner, as its similarity is 
satisfactory for various ethnic groups (Storm & Rothman, 2003).  
Sample items for vigour include ‘At my job, I am very resilient mentally’ and ‘At my 
work, I feel bursting with energy’. Sample items for dedication include, ‘I find the work that I 
do full of meaning and purpose’ and ‘To me, my job is challenging’. Sample items for 
absorption include ‘When I am at work, I forget everything else around me’ and ‘I am 
immersed in my work’. 
Internal consistencies of the UWES-9 are good as the values for Cronbach’s alpha for 
all three subgroups of work engagement are equal to or exceed .70 (Nunnaly & Bernstein, 
1994). Total internal consistency for vigour is .84, for dedication .89 and for absorption .79 
(Schaufeli et al., 2006). In this study, a Cronbach alpha of .91 was found for the UWES-9. 
Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) indicate that the UWES-9 has good internal consistencies and 
stability when administered in various languages. 
39 
 
3.4.4 Basic Traits Inventory (BTI) 
The BTI (Taylor & De Bruin, 2004) was used to measure the personality variables of 
interest; a personality instrument that measures the Big Five personality factors. These factors 
are openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism. 
This instrument was developed in South Africa to measure personality in a wide array of 
contexts amongst various cultural groups in an unbiased manner (Taylor & De Bruin, 2006). 
Previous research provides numerous validations for the existence of the Big Five across 
various cultures, which indicates good generalisability of the factors (McCrae et al., 1998). 
The shortened 60-item version was utilised, with 12 items measuring each personality 
trait. Items are in the form of statements for which the respondents are required to rate how 
strongly they agree or disagree with the statement on a five-point Likert scale. The Likert 
scale ranges from strongly agree to strongly disagree.  
Internal consistency of the instrument was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha 
reliability coefficient. Reliability estimates for the five personality factors of the BTI were 
similar and deemed acceptable for the Big Five scales with internal consistency for openness 
to experience .88, extraversion .90, neuroticism .94, conscientiousness .94, and for 
agreeableness .88 (Taylor, 2008). In this study, a Cronbach alpha of .96 was found for 
extraversion, .87 for neuroticism, .91 for conscientiousness, .90 for openness to experience 
and .89 for agreeableness. Evidence of construct validity was found for the BTI (Metzer, De 
Bruin & Adams, 2014; Taylor, 2008). Due the BTI being particularly developed for the 
context of South African, it is considered a viable alternate to imported personality trait 
measures (Taylor & De Bruin, 2006). 
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3.5 Statistical Analysis 
The results were analysed using descriptive statistics and frequencies to determine the 
correlations between the variables in the study. A correlational analysis was done to 
determine the strength and direction of the relationships between the variables. Cohen’s 
(1988) guideline was used to determine the effect sizes, where r = .10 to .29 signifies a small 
effect; r = .30 to .49 signifies a medium effect; and r = .50 to 1.0 signifies a large effect. 
Moderated hierarchical regression analyses were performed to determine the 
moderating role of personality on the relationship between stress on the one hand and burnout 
and work engagement on the other. In total ten regression analyses were performed. In five of 
these, burnout was the dependent variable and in the five others, work engagement was the 
dependent variable. 
In the first step of each regression analysis, stress was entered. In the second step, 
each of the Big Five personality traits were entered separately. In the third step, the 
interaction term was entered (stressXopennesstoexperience; stressXextraversion; 
stressXneuroticism: stressXagreeableness or stressXconscientiousess). A significant change 
in the R2 change value in the third step denoted a significant interaction effect. A criterion of 
0.1 was accepted to determine significant interaction effect (Aiken & West, 1991).  
3.6 Ethical Considerations 
With the original collection of the data, high ethical standards were in place and were 
met. The study made use of the dataset generated with the original data collection and this 
dataset contains no identifying information whatsoever. Prior to the commencement of the 
research process participants were adequately knowledgeable about the purpose of the study 
and that their involvement in the research process was voluntary. Participants were also 
cognisant that they are permitted to withdraw from the process at any time devoid of any 
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adverse outcomes. Access to the data is under strict control with only the researchers and the 
supervisor having access to it on password protected computers. The raw data are stored in a 
secure location. Consent was provided by a signed consent form, which was taken in 
separately from the questionnaires. The questionnaires were placed in a self-seal envelope, 
which the researcher collected. Included in the consent was permission from participants to 
reuse the data in other studies. Participants were also provided with the contact details of a 
counselling psychologist in case of any concerns elicited by the completion of the 
questionnaire. Ethical clearance was provided for the study by the Research Ethics 
Committee of the Faculty of Management at the University of Johannesburg, with ethical 
clearance number IPPM-2018-2421 (M).  
3.7 Summary 
This chapter presented the methodology utilised in this study. In addition, the 
research design, the research procedure and the sampling technique applied were discussed. 
Further included in this chapter was a discussion on the data gathering instruments, the data 




CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
4.1 Introduction 
Chapter 4 will present the result of the study. First the descriptive statistics will be 
provided, which will be followed by the results from the hierarchical regression analysis  
4.2 Descriptive Statistics 
The descriptive statistics used in this study to examine the normality of data 
distribution, were the mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis. Skewness and 
kurtosis had cut-off points of >|2| and >|4| respectively (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
Table 4.1 presents the descriptive statistics for the data. 
Table 4.1  
Descriptive Statistics for the Variables in the Study 
 Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Stress 5.64 4.06 .77 .67 
Burnout 42.72 17.55 .60 -.13 
Work Engagement 36.72 11.41 -.54 -.35 
Extraversion 42.55 8.87 -.49 .44 
Neuroticism  29.63 9.48 .26 -.32 
Conscientiousness  47.01 8.58 -.58 .34 
Openness to 
experience  
46.27 8.51 -.77 1.05 
Agreeableness  49.28 7.66 -1.09 2.03 
  
Table 4.1 demonstrates that stress, burnout, work engagement, extraversion, 
neuroticism, conscientiousness and openness to experience were normally distributed 
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between the acceptable cut off scores for skewness (-2 || 2) and kurtosis (-4 || 4) (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 2007). Agreeableness’ kurtosis value was slightly above the cut-off but it was 
tolerably low and it was decided to keep it in the analysis. 
In Table 4.2 the Pearson’s product-moment correlations for stress, burnout, work 
engagement and the five factors of personality are presented.  
Table 4.2  
Pearson’s Product-moment Correlations between Stress, Burnout, Work Engagement and the 
Five Personality Factors  
 Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 Stress  1        
2 Work engagement -.44*** 1       
3 Burnout .59*** -.57*** 1      
4 Extraversion  -.25*** .40*** -.26*** 1     
5 Neuroticism .55*** -.31*** .39*** -.22*** 1    
6 Conscientiousness -.27*** .45*** -.33*** .44*** -.23*** 1   
7 Openness to 
experience  
-.24*** .33*** -.25*** .52*** -.23*** .59*** 1  
8 Agreeableness -.18*** .25*** -.14*** .39*** -.10 .53*** .65*** 1 
* Statistically significant correlation p<.05 
*** Statistically significant correlation p< .01 
 
Table 4.2 displays the Pearson’s product-moment correlations between the variables. 
Effect sizes of correlation coefficient were determined using Cohen’s (1988) criteria. 
Correlation coefficient values between .10 and .29 represent a small effect. Values between 
.30 and .49 represent a medium effect values between .50 and 1.0 represent a large effect 
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(Cohen, 1988). The table demonstrates that stress displayed significant positive relationships 
with burnout (r = .59, p < .01) (large effect) and neuroticism (r = .55, p < .01) (large effect) 
and significant negative relationships with work engagement (r = -.44, p < .01) (medium 
effect), extraversion (r = -.25, p < .01) (small effect), conscientiousness (r = -.27, p < .01) 
(small effect), openness to experience (r = -.24, p < .01) (small effect) and agreeableness (r = 
-.18, p < .01) (small effect). Work engagement displayed significant positive relationships 
with extraversion (r = .40, p < .01) (medium effect), conscientiousness (r = .45, p < .01) 
(medium effect), openness to experience (r = .33, p < .01) (medium effect) and agreeableness 
(r = .25, p < .01) (small effect); and negative significant relationships with burnout (r = -.57, 
p < .01) (large effect) and neuroticism (r = -.31, p < .01) (medium effect). Burnout displayed 
significant positive relationships with neuroticism (r = .39, p < .01) (medium effect) and 
significant negative relationships with extraversion (r = -.26, p < .01) (small effect), 
conscientiousness (r = -.33, p < .01) (medium effect), openness to experience (r = -.25, p < 
.01) (small effect) and agreeableness (r = -.14, p < .01) (small effect). Extraversion displayed 
significant positive relationships with conscientiousness (r = .44, p < .01) (medium effect), 
openness to experience (r = .52, p < .01) (large effect) and agreeableness (r = .39, p < .01) 
(medium effect) and a significant negative relationship with neuroticism (r = -.22, p < .01) 
(small effect). Neuroticism displayed significant negative relationships with 
conscientiousness (r = -.23, p < .01) (small effect), openness to experience (r = -.23, p < .01) 
(small effect). Conscientiousness displayed significant positive relationships with openness to 
experience (r = .59, p < .01) (large effect) and agreeableness (r = .53, p < .01) (large effect). 
Openness to experience displayed a significant positive correlation with agreeableness (r = 
.65, p < .01) (large effect).  
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4.3. Regression Analysis 
To determine the moderating effect of the five personality factors on the relationship 
between stress, burnout and work engagement moderated hierarchical regression analysis was 
conducted. To avoid violations of the assumptions of multiple regression analysis, the data 
were revised prior to the analysis. Through calculating the Mahalanobis distance and the 
associated critical value, the multivariate outliers were identified and removed. The critical 
value used the criterion of α = .001 with 93 df and the critical χ2 = 140.893. Through 
inspection of the normal probability plot, assumptions of normality, linearity and 
homoscedasticity were satisfied. Multicollinearity, were also checked and was within the 
acceptable ranges of VIF < .10 and tolerance > .1 . Interaction effects were considered 
statistically significant if p ≤ 0.1. 
Ten moderated hierarchical regressions were performed. The moderating role of 
extraversion on the relationship between stress and work engagement was analysed. 
Furthermore, the interaction effects of neuroticism on the relationship between stress and 
work engagement were explored. The third regression included analysing interaction effects 
of conscientiousness on the relationship between stress and work engagement. The fourth 
regression analysis was aimed at exploring the interaction effects of openness to experience 
on the relationship between stress and work engagement. The fifth regression analysis 
explored the interaction effect of agreeableness on the relationship between stress and work 
engagement.  
The sixth regression analysis was aimed at analysing the moderating role of 
extraversion on the relationship between stress and burnout. The seventh regression analysis 
was performed to explore the interaction effects of neuroticism on the relationship between 
stress and work burnout were explored. The eighth regression included exploring the 
interaction effects of conscientiousness on the relationship between stress and burnout. The 
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ninth regression analysis was aimed at exploring the interaction effects of openness to 
experience on the relationship between stress and burnout. The last regression analysis 
included exploring the interaction effect of agreeableness on the relationship between stress 
and burnout.  
Table 4.3.1 presents the results on moderating role of extraversion in the relationship 
between stress and work engagement.  
Table 4.3.1  
Extraversion as a Moderator between Stress and Work Engagement 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 36.71 36.72 36.80 
Stress -1.25**** -1.03**** -1.01**** 
Extraversion  .40**** .39**** 
StressXextraversion   .01 
Model R2 .44**** .54**** .54 
Model ΔR2 .20**** .10**** .00 
Notes ****p < .001 
 
Table 4.3.1 indicates that stress was added in the first step and it was significant and 
accounted for 19.6% of the variance [R2 = .20, F (1,257) = 62.73, p = .00] in work 
engagement. Thus, stress had a direct effect on work engagement. Extraversion was entered 
in the second step. The result was significant and accounted for 28.7% of the variance [ΔR2 = 
.29, Δ F (1,256) = 32.42, p = .00]. The interaction (stressXextraversion) was entered in the 
third step. This was not significant [ΔR2 = .29, ΔF (1,255) = .41, p = .52]. Therefore, 
extraversion did not moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement. 
Extraversion did have a direct effect on work engagement, though.  
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Table 4.3.2 presents the results on moderating role of neuroticism in the relationship 
between stress and work engagement.  
Table 4.3.2  
Neuroticism as a Moderator between Stress and Work Engagement 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 36.73 36.72 37.25 
Stress -1.25**** -1.09**** -1.01**** 
Neuroticism  -.12 -.11 
StressXneuroticism   -.03*** 
Model R2 .44**** .45 .46*** 
Model ΔR2 .20**** .01 .01*** 
Notes ****p < .001 *** p <.01 
 
As shown in Table 4.3.2, stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 19.6% of the variance [R2 = .20, F (1,257) = 62.73, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on work engagement. Neuroticism was entered in the second step. The result was 
not significant [ΔR2 = .01, Δ F (1,256) = 2.23, p = .14]. The interaction (stressXneuroticism) 
was entered in the third step. This was significant and explained an additional 21.2 of 
variance [ΔR2 = .01, ΔF (1,255) = 3.02, p = .08]. Therefore, the results confirmed that 
neuroticism moderated the relationship between stress and work engagement. The interaction 





Figure 4.3.1. The interaction effect for neuroticism on the relationship between stress and 
work engagement  
As can be seen in Figure 4.3.1, across all three levels of neuroticism (high, medium 
and low) an increase in stress was associated with a decrease in work engagement. For those 
with higher levels of neuroticism, however, the decline in work engagement was stronger. 
Neuroticism, therefore, interacts between stress and work engagement by exacerbating the 
relationship. This result provides evidence for research question 2. 
Table 4.3.3 presents the results on moderating role of conscientiousness in the 




Table 4.3.3  
Conscientiousness as a Moderator between Stress and Work Engagement 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 36.72 36.72 36.84 
Stress -1.25**** -.99**** -.97**** 
Conscientiousness  .49**** .49**** 
StressXconscientiousness   .01 
Model R2 .44**** .57**** .57 
Model ΔR2 .20**** .13**** .00 
Notes **** p < .001 
 
Table 4.3.3 indicates that stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 19.6% of the variance [R2 = .20, F (1,257) = 62.73, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on work engagement. Conscientiousness was entered in the second step. The 
result was significant and explained and additional 32.3% of the variance [ΔR2 = .13, Δ F 
(1,256) = 47.91, p = .00]. The interaction (stressXconscientiousness) was entered in the third 
step. This was not significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,255) = .73, p = .39]. Therefore, 
conscientiousness did not moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement. 
Conscientiousness did have a significant direct effect on work engagement.  
Table 4.3.4 presents the results on moderating role of openness to experience in the 





Table 4.3.4  
Openness to Experience as a Moderator between Stress and Work Engagement 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 36.73 36.72 36.64 
Stress -1.25**** -1.08**** -1.11**** 
Openness to experience  .32**** .33**** 
StressXopennesstoexperience   -.01 
Model R2 .43**** .50**** .50 
Model ΔR2 .20**** .06**** .00 
Notes **** p < .001 
 
In Table 4.3.4 it is indicated that stress was added in the first step, which was 
significant and accounted for 19.6% of the variance [R2 = .20, F (1,257) = 62.73, p = .00]. 
Thus, stress had a direct effect on work engagement. Openness to experience was entered in 
the second step. The result was significant and accounted for 25.1% of the variance [ΔR2 = 
.06, Δ F (1,256) = 18.73, p = .00]. The interaction (stressXopennesstoexperience) was entered 
in the third step. This was not significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,255) = .40, p = .53]. Therefore, 
openness to experience did not moderate the relationship between stress and work 
engagement, but it did have a significant direct effect on work engagement.  
Table 4.3.5 presents the results on moderating role of agreeableness in the relationship 





Table 4.3.5  
Agreeableness as a Moderator between Stress and Work Engagement 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 36.72 36.72 36.74 
Stress -1.25**** -1.16**** -1.16**** 
Agreeableness  .25**** .25**** 
StressXagreeableness   .00 
Model R2 .44*** .47*** .47* 
Model ΔR2 .20*** .03*** .00* 
Notes **** p < .001, *** p <.01, * p <.10 
 
Table 4.3.5 indicates that stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 19.6% of the variance [R2 = .20, F (1,257) = 62.73, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on work engagement. Agreeableness was entered in the second step. The result 
was significant and explained an additional 22.4% of the variance [ΔR2 = .03, Δ F (1,256) = 
9.20, p = .00]. The interaction (stressXagreebleness) was entered in the third step. This was 
not significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,255) = .02, p = .88]. Therefore, agreeableness did not 
moderate the relationship between stress and work engagement. Agreeableness, however, did 
have a significant direct effect on work engagement.  
Table 4.3.6 presents the results on moderating role of extraversion in the relationship 





Table 4.3.6  
Extraversion as a Moderator between Stress and Burnout 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 42.72 42.72 43.02 
Stress 2.53**** 2.40**** 2.49**** 
Extraversion  -.24** -.26** 
StressXextraversion   .03* 
Model R2 .59**** .60** .60* 
Model ΔR2 .34**** .01** .01* 
Notes **** p < .001, ** p < .05, *p <.10 
 
Table 4.3.6 indicates that stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 34.3% of the variance [R2 = .34, F (1,257) = 133.91, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on burnout. Extraversion was entered in the second step. The result was 
significant and accounted for 35.6% of the variance [ΔR2 = .01, ΔF (1,256) = 5.32, p = .02]. 
The interaction (stressXextraversion) was entered in the third step. This was very close to 
significant and accounted for an additional 36.3% of variance [ΔR2 = .01, ΔF (1,255) = 2.82, p 
= .10]. It can be concluded, therefore, that extraversion came close to moderating the 





Figure 4.3.2. The interaction effect for extraversion on the relationship between stress and 
burnout. 
As illustrated in Figure 4.3.2, an increase in stress is sharply associated with an 
increase in burnout across all levels of extraversion (high, medium and low). For those with 
high levels of extraversion, the negative association between stress and burnout was stronger 
than for those with medium and low levels of extraversion. However, this is a very slight 
difference and caution should be exercised in interpreting it as a significant interaction. This 
result provides evidence for research question 6. 
Table 4.3.7 presents the results on moderating role of neuroticism in the relationship 







Table 4.3.7  
Neuroticism as a Moderator between Stress and Burnout  
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 42.72 42.72 42.83 
Stress 2.53**** 2.31**** 2.32****  
Neuroticism  .18 .18 
StressXneuroticism   -.01 
Model R2 .59**** .59 .59 
Model ΔR2 .34**** .01 .00 
Notes **** p < .001 
 
Table 4.3.7 indicates that stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 34.3% of the variance [R2 = .34, F (1,257) = 133.91, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on burnout. Neuroticism was entered in the second step. The result was not 
significant [ΔR2 = .01, ΔF (1,256) = 2.45, p = .12]. The interaction (stressXneuroticism) was 
entered in the third step. This was not significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,255) = .07, p = .80]. 
Therefore, neuroticism did not moderate the relationship between stress and burnout.  
Table 4.3.8 presents the results on moderating role of conscientiousness in the 








Table 4.3.8  
Conscientiousness as a Moderator between Stress and Burnout  
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 42.72 42.72 42.56 
Stress 2.53**** 2.32**** 2.29**** 
Conscientiousness  -.41**** -.41**** 
StressXconscientiousness   -.02 
Model R2 .59**** .62**** .62 
Model ΔR2 .34**** .04**** .00 
Notes **** p < .001 
 
Table 4.3.8 indicates that stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 34.3% of the variance [R2 = .34, F (1,257) = 133.91, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on burnout. Conscientiousness was entered in the second step. The result was 
significant and accounted for 38% of the variance [ΔR2 = .04, ΔF (1,256) = 15.38, p = .00]. 
The interaction (stressXconscientiousness) was entered in the third step. This was not 
significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,255) = .63, p = .43]. Therefore, conscientiousness did not 
moderate the relationship between stress and work burnout. However, conscientiousness did 
have a significant direct effect on burnout.  
Table 4.3.9 presents the results on moderating role of openness to experience in the 







Openness to Experience as a Moderator between Stress and Burnout  
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 42.72 42.72 42.83 
Stress 2.53**** 2.42**** 2.45**** 
Openness to experience  -.23**  -.24** 
StressXopennesstoexperience   .01 
Model R2 .59**** .60** .60 
Model ΔR2 .34**** .01** .00 
Notes **** p < .001, ** p < .05 
 
Table 4.3.9 displayed that stress was added in the first step, which was significant and 
accounted for 34.3% of the variance [R2 = .34, F (1,257) = 133.91, p = .00]. Thus, stress had a 
direct effect on burnout. In the second step, openness to experience was entered. The result 
was significant and accounted for 35.4% of the variance [ΔR2 = .01, ΔF (1,256) = 4.69, p = 
.03]. The interaction (stressXopennesstoexperience) was entered in the third step. This was 
not significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,255) = .34, p = .56]. Therefore, openness to experience did 
not moderate the relationship between stress and work burnout. However, results did show a 
significant direct effect for openness to experience on burnout.  
Table 4.3.10 presents the results on moderating role of agreeableness in the 




Table 4.3.10  
Agreeableness as a Moderator between Stress and Burnout 
Variable Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Unstandardised regression coefficients (b) 
Constant 42.72 42.72 42.95 
Stress 2.53**** 2.50**** 2.54**** 
Agreeableness  -.08 -.13 
StressXagreeableness   .04* 
Model R2 .59**** .59 .59* 
Model ΔR2 .34**** .00 .01* 
Notes **** p < .001, * p <.10 
 
Table 4.3.10 indicates that stress was added in the first step, which was significant 
and accounted for 34.3% of the variance [R2 = .34, F (1,257) = 133.91, p = .00]. Thus, stress 
had a direct effect on burnout. Agreeableness was entered in the second step. The result was 
not significant [ΔR2 = .00, ΔF (1,256) = .51, p = .48]. The interaction (stressXagreeableness) 
was entered in the third step. This was significant and explained an additional variance of 
35.1% [ΔR2 = .01, ΔF (1,255) = 2.80, p = .10]. Therefore, agreeableness moderated the 




Figure 4.3.3. The interaction effect for agreeableness on the relationship between stress and 
burnout  
As shown in Figure 4.3.3, an increase in stress was associated with an increase in 
burnout across high, medium and low levels of agreeableness. However, for those with higher 
levels of agreeableness, the increase was stronger than for those with medium and low levels 
of agreeableness. Agreeableness, therefore, exacerbated the relationship between stress and 
burnout. This result provides evidence for research question 10. 
 
In summary, the results showed significant correlations between the study variables. 
In fact, all study variables had significant relationships with each other except agreeableness 
and neuroticism. Significant direct effects were found for conscientiousness, openness to 
experience, extraversion and agreeableness on work engagement. Significant direct effects 
were also found for conscientiousness and openness to experience on burnout. Significant 
interaction effects were found for neuroticism between stress and work engagement and for 
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agreeableness between stress and burnout. Extraversion came close to reaching statistical 
significance as a moderator between extraversion and work engagement. 
4.4 Summary 
This chapter presented the results of the study. Indicated in this chapter were the 
descriptive statistics and correlations. Thereafter the results of the moderated hierarchical 
regression analyses were reported. Results indicated that an increase in stress significantly 
predicts an increase in burnout and a decrease in work engagement. Results showed that 
neuroticism exacerbated the negative relationship between stress and work engagement. 
Agreeable and extraversion was found to exacerbate the relationship between stress and 
burnout. No support was found for the moderating role of conscientiousness and openness in 
the relationship between stress and burnout or stress and work engagement.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents a discussion of the results presented in Chapter 4. The main 
findings are compared with those of other studies. Possible reasons for the research findings 
are also presented and discussed. 
5.2 Aim of the Study  
The main aim of the study was to investigate whether the Big Five personality traits 
moderated the relation between stress and work engagement and between stress and burnout.  
5.3 Correlations and Main Effects 
 
Stress was a significant positive predictor of burnout and a significant negative 
predictor of work engagement. Stress was found to have a direct effect on work engagement 
and burnout. This finding was expected as the previous literature finds that continuous 
experience of stress is related to the experience of burnout (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). 
Ongoing stress may threaten one’s mental health and well-being and lead to burnout (Lazarus 
& Folkman, 1984). A South African study found that stress significantly contributes to the 
emotional exhaustion and cynicism dimensions of burnout (Van der Colff & Rothman, 
(2009). Similarly, Rothmann (2008) also find that occupational stress predicted emotional 
exhaustion and cynicism.  
A significant negative relationship was found between stress and work engagement. 
Mostert and Rothman, (2006) found a significant relationship between low levels of stress 
(caused by job demands) and work engagement. However, Jackson et al. (2006), Rothmann 
(2008) and Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) find that work stress (owing to job demands) does 
not have a significant negative relationship with work engagement. Schaufeli and Bakker 
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(2004) found that despite being experiencing to high job demands and extensive hours of 
work, some employees do not become disengaged but rather enjoy dealing with the stressors. 
Yet, many individuals may react negatively to stress by feeling disengaged from their 
work. Ryan and Frederick (1997) find that work overload such as job demands is negatively 
related to work engagement. Individuals were found to experience decreased work 
engagement due to job stress that results from low levels of autonomy and role ambiguity 
(Coetzee & De Villiers, 2010). Ganster and Schaubroeck, (1991) find that when individuals 
lack resources and become stressed as a result of being overwhelmed with their workload, 
they tend to become disengaged from their work as a means to restore their depleted energy 
levels. Stress causes individuals to be less engaged as the imbalance between resources and 
demands leads the individual to feel unable to cope with the overwhelming demands. The 
result of stress is that individuals may feel fatigued and experience a lack of personal 
accomplishment, which are symptoms of burnout (Hakanen et al., 2006).  
The study found that stress had a significant positive relationship with neuroticism 
and significant negative relationships with extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to 
experience and agreeableness. These findings were expected and consistent with a study by 
Ebstrup et al, (2011) who found similar correlations between perceived stress and the Big 
Five personality traits mentioned. Neuroticism was found to have high correlations with job 
stress and stress reactions in a study by Gramstad, Gjestad and Haver (2013). The previous 
literature indicates that people with high levels of neuroticism have the highest reactivity to 
stressful situations and are more likely to perceive events as hostile and problematic, than are 
people with lower neuroticism. This causes them to experience these events as stressful 
(Lecic-Tosevski, Vukovic & Stepanovic, 2011). Research by Gallagher (1990) indicates that 
students with higher levels of extraversion viewed their stressors as challenges rather than 
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threats and consequently no significant relationship was found between extraversion and 
stress. 
With regards to personality and work engagement, a number of significant findings 
were observed. Work engagement was negatively correlated with neuroticism. This was an 
expected finding. The relationship between the work engagement factor vigour was found to 
be negatively correlated with neuroticism (Louw, 2014). Findings by Opie and Henn (2013) 
also support the negative relationship between work engagement and neuroticism. 
Interestingly enough the regression analysis showed that neuroticism did not significantly 
predict work engagement in this study. This was a counterintuitive finding, given the nature 
of neuroticism. Individuals high on neuroticism tend to worry a lot, be moody, get frustrated 
and anxious easily and are usually sad (John et al., 2008). Due to their tendency to experience 
situations negatively and be emotionally unstable, neurotic individuals may find it difficult to 
manage conflicting demands, therefore, have negative work experiences where they struggle 
to remain engaged at work; however, this was not the case in this study. 
Extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness and openness to experience had 
significant positive correlations with work engagement. These findings were expected and in 
line with theory. The significant relationship between work engagement and extraversion is 
supported by Bakker, Demerouti and Sanz-Vergel (2014). Extraverted people may be better 
at adapting to emotionally challenging situations due to their desire to engage with others and 
gain social stimulation (Bakker, Demerouti & Sanz-Vergel, 2014). This can lead to sustained 
work engagement, despite challenges. Extraverted people are likely to perceive their working 
environment positively, which is sometimes associated with the notion that extraverted 
people elicit positive responses from their colleagues (Bowling, Beehr & Swader, 2005).  
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 The previous literature supports the positive relationships between work engagement 
and conscientiousness (Opie & Henn, 2013). A study found that conscientiousness 
significantly predicts work engagement (Mostert & Rothmann, 2006). Individuals who score 
high on conscientiousness are described as dependable, orderly, self-controlled, organised 
(Taylor & De Bruin, 2006) and have a tendency to manage their time and stress effectively 
(Westerman & Simmons, 2007). Conscientious individuals are also likely to be reliable, 
careful and hardworking and goal-orientated (John et al., 2008). Positive relationships were 
found between work engagement and task and context-specific performance as well as active 
learning, mainly for highly conscientious (Bakker Demerouti & Lieke, 2012). Individuals 
who score high on conscientiousness are likely to manipulate their environment or situations 
in such a way that reduces stressful conditions at work (Bakker, Van der Lee, Lewig & 
Dollard, 2006). 
The significant positive relationship between work engagement and agreeableness 
was also found by Mostert and Rothman (2006). Zaidi et al. (2013), in their study, found that 
agreeableness predicts work engagement across all three dimensions Wildermuth (2008), on 
the other hand, did not find a significant correlation between work engagement and 
agreeableness. People who score higher on agreeableness are more optimistic, considerate, 
compliant and helpful, which indicates engagement of prosocial behaviour (Costa & McCrae, 
1992). This behaviour makes it likely that agreeable individuals will demonstrate professional 
efficacy, involvement and energy at work 
There is very limited research on the relationship between work engagement and 
openness to experience, but Alarcon et al. (2009) found a significant positive correlation 
between openness to experience and work engagement, which supports findings in this study. 
Zaidi et al. (2013), in their study, found that openness and agreeableness predict work 
engagement across all three dimensions. Individuals who score high on openness to 
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experience are original, curious, imaginative and creative (John et al., 2008). It is thus likely 
that people with high levels of this trait approach issues as challenges that they can solve in 
creative ways, which can positively influence work engagement.   
With regards to the Big Five personality traits and burnout, a number of significant 
results were found. Burnout had a significant positive relationship with neuroticism and this 
was expected. Bakker et al. (2006), Ghorpade et al. (2007), Louw (2014) and Morgan and De 
Bruin (2010) report similar findings for neuroticism and all burnout dimensions. Interestingly 
enough, though, neuroticism did not significantly predict burnout. This finding was 
unexpected, especially given the previous literature and the descriptors of neuroticism. 
Individuals high on neuroticism tend to be overly anxious, intolerant of stress and experience 
a lot of tension (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Individuals high on neuroticism, are therefore, more 
likely than those low on neuroticism to perceive their work difficulties as threatening and 
stressful, which may lead to the experience of burnout (Alarcon et al., 2009; Langelaan et al., 
2006; Louw, 2014). Langelaan et al., (2006) found neuroticism to be the core characteristic of 
burnout. Neurotic individuals tend to experience more emotional exhaustion as a result of 
their daily problems (Bolger & Schilling (1991). However, in this study, neuroticism did not 
significantly relate to burnout. 
Negative significant relationships were found between burnout on the one hand and 
extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience and agreeableness on the other. 
Louws’ (2014) study supports the negative relationships between agreeableness and burnout; 
openness to experience and burnout; and extraversion and two burnout dimensions 
(emotional fatigue and cognitive weariness). In addition, openness to experience, 
extraversion and conscientiousness predicted burnout. The direct effect of extraversion is 
expected as it is in line with previous studies (Bakker, Boyd, Dollard, Gillespie, Winefield & 
Stough, 2010). Alarcon et al. (2009) also found that extraversion predicted cynicism and 
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personal accomplishment while openness to experience and agreeableness predicted all three 
burnout dimensions.  
 Ganjeh, Arjenaki, Nori and Oreyzi, (2009) and Morgan and De Bruin (2010) find that 
agreeable people are less vulnerable to the outcomes of burnout, especially the cynicism 
factor of burnout. This is owing to the tendency for individuals with higher levels of 
agreeableness to have favourable perceptions of people and being less likely to experience 
negative responses (such as cynicism) towards people at work (Alarcron et al., 2009). The 
results of the relationship found in this study between conscientiousness and burnout is in line 
with findings by Armon, Shirom and Melamed (2012) where conscientiousness was 
negatively correlated with emotional fatigue and cognitive weariness. The direct effects of 
conscientiousness and openness to experience on burnout make theoretical sense. 
Conscientious individuals are strong-willed, dutiful, purposeful and determined (Taylor & De 
Bruin, 2006). Such individuals are likely to organise and plan ahead, resulting in being less 
overworked and overwhelmed at work and are, therefore, likely to experience decreased 
burnout (McCrae & Costa, 1995. Individuals who are low on conscientiousness are more 
likely to experience burnout, as they do not have the tendency to engage in behaviours that 
actively reduce their stress at work (Bakker et al., 2010). Individuals with high levels of 
openness to experience tend to be curious, receptive to variety and imaginative (McCrae & 
John, 1992). It is therefore likely that individuals that score high on openness to experience 
utilise coping strategies that are adaptive and flexible when dealing with demanding work 
situations (DeLongis & Holtzman, 2005) and so are less likely to experience burnout. 
5.4 Moderator Effects  
Two significant moderator effects were found. Firstly, neuroticism moderated the 
relationship between stress and work engagement. For those with higher levels of 
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neuroticism, the impact of stress on work engagement was stronger with higher levels of 
stress leading to lower levels of work engagement. Neuroticism thus had a negative influence 
on the relationship between stress and work engagement. This result was expected. The 
finding is supported by Langelaan et al. (2006) and Keyes (2002). Other studies had found 
neuroticism to interact between variables such as job demands and physical and 
psychological health (Jackson et al., 2006). Neuroticism makes individuals vulnerable to 
negative experiences, therefore, more sensitive to stressful situations. In such instances, 
neurotic individuals are likely to experience their situations in their environment as hostile, 
which tends to result in negative affectivity as well as reduced performance (Schneider, 
2004).  
Secondly, a significant interaction effect was found for agreeableness between stress 
and burnout. For those with higher levels of agreeableness an increase in stress was more 
strongly related with an increase in burnout than for those with lower levels of agreeableness. 
Agreeableness, therefore, had a negative impact on the relationship between stress and 
burnout. No studies could be found that investigated agreeableness as a moderator between 
stress and burnout. However, some studies have investigated the trait as a moderator between 
other variables. In these instances, significant interaction effects were found for 
agreeableness between role stress and incivility (Taylor & Kleumper, 2012) and between 
work-family conflict and marital satisfaction (Kinnunen et al., 2003). There was no 
significant finding for the interaction effect of agreeableness between work-family conflict 
and work engagement (Reggie, 2014). It is an interesting and rather unexpected finding that 
agreeableness does not mitigate against the negative effect of stress on burnout, but actually 
worsens it. When looking at the descriptors of agreeableness, such as the tendency to be 
caring, helpful, considerate and compliant (John & Srivastava, 1999), it seems that it should 
protect against stress. Despite the perception that agreeableness may be a socially desirable 
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trait, agreeableness, however, can have its drawbacks. Agreeable individuals, for example, 
may struggle to work alone due to their communal tendency towards others. They may also 
actively avoid giving bad news, which may be confrontational or conflicting as they find it 
distressing and difficult to cope with (Suls, Martin & David, 1998). Their tendency to be 
caring, compassionate and helpful may make it difficult to do work where they are required 
to analyse arguments for validity and make difficult decisions that involve other people  
The moderating effect of extraversion on the relationship between stress and burnout 
came very close to reaching statistical significance. As with agreeableness, it appears that 
extraversion may exacerbate the relationship between stress and burnout. Although this 
interaction should be interpreted with caution, the result nevertheless points to a particular 
trend that should not be overlooked. As an example, in a study by Buhler and Land, (2003), 
extraversion and burnout had a significant positive relationship, which is contrary to the 
buffering effect that is expected from this relationship. Similar to this study, extraversion was 
found not to have a significant interaction effect between work-family conflict and work 
engagement (Reggie, 2014). The descriptors of extraversion allude that the trait will mitigate 
the effects of burnout rather than exacerbate it. Extraverted people are assertive, cheerful, 
perceive challenges in a positive manner and enjoy stimulation. It would make sense that 
extraverted people manage their stress well and in doing so avoid burnout. However, 
extraverted individuals may be at a disadvantage when under stress as they may be perceived 
as being too assertive (Roberts, 2006) and dominant (Grant, Gino, & Hofmann, 2011) when 
dealing with issues that require delicate communication. At times of conflict with others such 
as colleagues and managers, their outgoing personality may come across as overpowering 
(Amason & Sapienza, 1997) in which their energy is perceived as self-serving, causing 
further disruptions.  
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No significant interactions were found for conscientiousness, openness to experience, 
extraversion or agreeableness, between stress and work engagement. Previous studies have 
found that conscientiousness act as a moderator between variables. These include 
conscientious as a moderator between work-family conflict and work engagement 
(Halbesleben, Harvey & Bolino, 2009; Opie & Henn, 2013), between work family conflict 
and job performance (Witt & Carlson, 2006) as well as work related flow and in-role 
performance (Demerouti, 2006). Similarly, evidence was also found for the interaction effect 
of extraversion between strength based interventions and happiness or depressive symptoms 
(Senf & Liau, 2013) and between stress and health behaviour (Korotkov, 2008). Similar 
evidence was found for agreeableness (Kinnunen et al., 2003) and openness to experience  
(Blickle et al., 2012) as moderators between stress and health outcomes. Given existing 
research findings as well as theory, the result was unexpected.  
Conscientiousness individuals tend to be dutiful, hardworking and determined. They 
have a tendency to be self-disciplined and engaged in goal directed behaviour (John & 
Srivastava, 1999), which would make it likely that conscientious individuals have a higher 
likelihood of dealing with stressful situations effectively and remain engaged in their work. 
Individuals who score high on openness to experience have tendencies to be creative, 
imaginative, curious and sensitive to beauty and deeper feelings (Costa & McCrae, 1992). It 
would seem that such individuals are likely to think about negative and stressful situations in 
a unique manner and find creative ways in which they can manage their stress. Extraversion 
describes the tendency to be energetic optimistic, sociable and assertive. It is likely, therefore, 
that extraverted individuals may attend to stressful situations in a positive manner, seeing the 
challenge as exciting rather than distressing. It would also seem that individuals that are 
extraverted are able to adapted quickly to situations use their social disposition towards the 
three psychological states of work engagement, namely; feeling safe, having meaning and 
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having resources available and accessible (Zaidi et al., 2013). Agreeableness is the tendency 
for individuals to be gentle, caring, helpful and considerate (Costa and McCrae, 1992; John 
and Srivastava, 1999). This trait makes it likely that agreeable individuals will behave pro-
socially at work in which they are involved, co-operative and committed to communal goals. 
However, empirical results showed that these four personality traits did not influence the 
strength of the relationship between stress and work engagement. 
No significant interaction effects were found for neuroticism between stress and 
burnout. This was a counterintuitive finding given the nature of neuroticism as described 
earlier. Neuroticism typically plays a moderating role between variables. Neuroticism was 
found to moderate the relationship between job demands and burnout (Langelaan et al., 
2006). Neuroticism was also found to moderate the effects of everyday hassles (Bakker et al., 
2006; Hills and Norvell (1991). It seems that for this sample neuroticism did not influence the 
strength of the relationship between stress and burnout. Moreover, as mentioned, neuroticism 
also did not predict burnout. These findings force one to re-examine the relationship between 
stress, burnout and neuroticism. Findings indicate that neuroticism is not a negative a factor 
in terms of the workplace and occupational health, as is often assumed (Tamir & Robinson, 
2004). Possibly persons with high levels of neuroticism have learnt how to manage the fear, 
anxiety, tension and emotional instability that form part of the neuroticism construct, 
therefore, they are able to cope at work despite it.  
 No significant interaction effects were found for conscientiousness or openness to 
experience, between stress and burnout. In terms of conscientiousness as a moderator, 
research findings do demonstrate that conscientious plays a moderator role. Opie and Henn 
(2013) found a significant interaction for conscientiousness between work-family conflict and 
work engagement. Conscientiousness describes the tendency to be dutiful and determined. 
Conscientious individuals are purposeful, restrained and are achievement driven. They further 
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have strong impulse control, which facilitates directing behaviour towards reaching goals. 
This behaviour typically includes thinking before acting, conforming to norms and rules, 
delaying gratification, prioritising and being more organised (John & Srivastava, 1991). 
These traits may not have been found to be interacting variables between stress and burnout 
and work engagement as they may not buffer or exacerbate burnout or work engagement 
when an individual is in a stressed state. It is important to bear in mind that conscientiousness 
significantly predicted both work engagement and burnout. Therefore, conscientiousness 
does play a part in occupational health and well-being.  
Openness to experience may appear at a first glance to be the personality trait that has 
the least influence on occupational health outcomes. Only one study could be found that 
examined openness to experience as a moderator. In the study, openness to experience 
interacted in the relationship between intelligence and creative thinking (Shi, Dai, & Lu, 
2016). The lack of evidence in the literature regarding openness to experience as a moderator, 
coupled with the finding in this study, suggest that this is indeed the case. However, it is 
important to note that openness to experience significantly predicted both burnout and work 
engagement. It seems likely and supported by the research findings, that openness to 
experience has positive effects that can be harnessed in the workplace to the benefit of the 
employee’s well-being.  
There are several possible reasons for the lack of significant findings. First, the results 
may be sample specific. The mean stress score for the sample places it in the normal range 
for stress (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995). More significant results may have been obtained in 
a sample with significantly higher stress levels. Race may also have played a role in the 
results. The majority of the sample was made up of African individuals. A previous study 
found a significant racial difference in the experience of chronic stress with black people 
having significantly lower levels of chronic stress than white people (Williams, Yu, Jackson 
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& Anderson, 1997). The role of race, however, may not be very strong as the correlations 
between most variables were significant.  
Secondly, the items in the DASS-21 may also have influenced results. A different 
questionnaire, measuring different symptoms and aspects of stress, may have yielded 
different results.  
Thirdly, the sample used in this study was non-clinical and not necessarily persons 
who were diagnosed with stress. This may have limited the chance of obtaining significant 
interaction effects.  
Most importantly, the results of this study showed that, for the greater part, the Big 
Five personality traits do not play a big role in moderating the relationships between stress 
and burnout and between stress and work engagement.  
The results produced in this study do however relate strongly to the premise in the 
DRIVE model in that evidence for the relationships between the constructs in this study were 
provided. Perceived stress for example, was confirmed to have a direct relationship with 
health and well-being outcomes such as burnout and work engagement as the DRIVE model 
theorised. In addition, individual characteristics, specifically Big Five personality traits such 
agreeableness and neuroticism were found to act as moderators between perceived stress and 
well-being outcomes as the model suggests.  
5.5 Summary  
Chapter 5 presented a discussion of the results of this study. The implications of the 
study, the limitation and future recommendations will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
6.1 Introduction 
A broad overview of the study is provided in this chapter. A summary of the results is 
presented followed by a discussion of the implications of the study. The study’s limitations 
and recommendations for further research are also presented.  
6.2 Motivation for the Study 
The aim of the study was to investigate whether the Big Five personality traits act as 
moderators between perceived stress on the one hand and burnout and work engagement on 
the other.  
6.3 Summary of the Findings 
Research findings confirmed direct effects for stress on work engagement and 
burnout. Extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to experience and agreeableness was 
found to have direct effects on work engagement. Extraversion, conscientiousness and 
openness to experience demonstrated direct effects on burnout.  
Significant interaction effects were found for neuroticism between stress and work 
engagement; agreeableness between stress and burnout; and extraversion came close to 
reaching a significant interaction effect between stress and burnout. 
6.4 Implications of the Study 
6.4.1 Theoretical contribution 
The study contributes to the theory on stress, personality, burnout and work 
engagement. In particular, it adds to the field of industrial psychology and theory available in 
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South Africa regarding the African population of early career individuals and their experience 
of stress. The findings of this study therefore provide relevant and indigenous knowledge to 
the field.  The study further contributes to the limited theory on the DRIVE model by 
producing new insights with regard to the Big Five personality traits as individual 
characteristics and how these varying traits may interact with the relationship between 
perceived stress and health and well-being outcomes.   
6.4.2 Practical Contribution 
The results from this study confirmed the negative effects stress has on two 
occupational health outcomes, namely work engagement and burnout. It also illustrates the 
impact of certain personality traits on these relationships. Employers cannot ignore the 
importance of paying attention to the stress experienced by employees. By having measures 
in place to assist employees in coping with stress and to reduce stress, the well-being of 
employees is improved and the organisation benefits from this. Interventions such as 
employee wellness programmes can help in this regard. It is better to intervene before stress 
becomes unmanageable therefore preventative programmes crucial. The study also shows the 
importance of certain personality traits and their influence on occupational health. Employers 
should know their employees’ personalities, as must the employees themselves, as this will 
help them to understand the helpful, but also possible downside, of particular personality 
traits. With specific regard to the field of industrial psychology, this study contributes 
valuable insights to the profession by highlighting how the interplay of these constructs may 
affect business at an individual, group and organisational level. At an individual level, the 
health outcomes of stress on people with certain personality traits have been demonstrated. At 
a group level, the outcomes of interpersonal interactions with people with varying personality 
traits have been highlighted. Lastly, at an organisational level, the well-being outcomes as 
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well as the organisational outcomes that stress may have on people with the different Big 
Five personalities have been indicated.  
6.5 Limitations of the Study 
The study had a few limitations. First, a cross-sectional design was utilised and this 
did not allow the opportunity to measure the variables for any changes that may have 
occurred over time; therefore, causal relationships could not be determined. Self-report 
surveys were used and this is often associated with method variance (Van der Colff & 
Rothmann, 2009). Method variance may be problematic to the study as there may be a 
method effect that will cause variance to some degree in all the measures used in the study 
when the same method is utilised. This could cause an inflation of relationships that have 
been observed caused by the underlying constructs of interest (Spector, 2006). 
 The questionnaire tapped potentially sensitive information and participants may have 
responded favourably to present a positive image of themselves. This form of response is 
referred to as socially desirable response bias, which may affect the questionnaires validity 
(Huang, Liao & Chang, 1998). The use of convenience sampling may also be seen as a 
limitation to this study as it is associated with sample bias (Mackey & Gass, 2006) and may 
reduce the generalisability of the findings to all job levels and occupations. Convenience 
sampling also allows outliers to be included in the sample in which some of the participants 
may not be applicable to the study (Etikan, Musa & Alkassim, 2016). The use of the 
particular stress questionnaire may have also obscured significant interaction effects. Lastly, 




6.6 Recommendations for Future Research 
It is recommended that future research include the use of a larger sample size so that 
the external validity of the study may be enhanced. A longitudinal research design will enable 
one to draw conclusions regarding causality. Using a different stress questionnaire can also 
expand on the findings of this study. More possible moderators can be examined for possible 
significant interactions between stress and burnout and stress and work engagement. 
Examples of such moderators are social support and other personality traits (for example, 
sense of coherence and locus of control). 
6.7 Conclusion 
The aim of the study was to investigate the moderating effect of the Big Five 
personality traits on the relationship between stress on the one hand and burnout and work 
engagement on the other. Findings indicated significant relationships between stress, the Big 
Five traits, burnout and work engagement. Conscientiousness, openness to experience, 
extraversion and agreeableness significantly predicted work engagement. Conscientiousness 
and openness to experience significantly predicted burnout. Significant interaction effects 
were found for neuroticism between stress and work engagement and for agreeableness 
between stress and burnout. The interaction of extraversion between stress and burnout 
almost reached significance. 
The study confirmed the significant relationships between stress, personality, burnout 
and work engagement. In particular, it demonstrated the influence of personality on the 
relationships between stress, burnout and work engagement. Therefore, employers and 
employees alike must take cognisance of the importance that personality can play in the well-
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being of employees, both by capitalising on the strengths of the personality traits and by 
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